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tIn this monegraph the authors have aftematgd-to;guye meaning to the -.

‘concept of competency based .education (CBE) when applied to elementary

and secondary sthools. An effort has been made'to. idéntify the defining-"

characteristics of competency based educationy, its enablin}_ characteristics,

and its unique characteristics; and to spet1*out the assumptions and - *

Jationale underlying the competency based education movement. An effolt

"has also been made to differgntiste competebcy based education from re=-

lated educational developments; for example; mastery learning and.per-

formance Based learning, and at the same timé¢ to show how CBE incorporates

these developments. Finally an effort has beeh ‘made 'to spell out alterna-

"tive models of competency based ‘edu®8tion and to establish frameworks for

making decisions about. the design and implemeqtation of competency based s
" programs. ‘ : ' : "y ‘
# _ . , :
- In all this we have been on pssehtially uncﬁkr&ed ground. rk in

W

the area of competency based teagper education has helpeJ identify many

of the critical Issuefs,-and has provided & language for many of the con-
Cepts that have evolved.. In addi;ipng&o drawing upon the work that has

been.done in. teacher education, we have relied heavily on -the fledgling

literature’ in competency based education. Most.importantly, however,

we have relied on the ideas shared in a three-day conference conducted

.DYy the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. The aim of that conference

-vision bf an approach to* sc
be able to do what they.have long-been designed to do.. It is this promige o

was to identify and clarify the issues involved in competency based

‘education as it applies to schools. The tentative definitions and s

‘agreements reached duting the course of the conference'constitqte much

of the conceptual structure reflected in the monograph.

This draft\ of 'the monogfgph.is a working draft. As yet it.has been
reviewed only by project staff. Plans calls for a' broad review of the
document, however, and fotr its evolution through at least one a itional
<~ Through the course of this review and, reformylation, mapy of =
the cofcepts now advanced will be: refined or simply discagded, ‘and others
will epbrge and be devéloped. The organization of ghe monograph undoubtedly
will ajeo change. It is hoped, however, that what has been written will™
provide a useful basis for informed and constructive reviews.

. . ’ ’ ’ .
¥ . The concept of competenﬁy based aducation fs.cpmplex,‘and thus diffi-
cult to define and describe,, byt there is contained im the concept a .
h&oling that may in time permjt schools to,

-

of competency based education that has prompted.the mdnograph to be -
written. ' ‘ . '
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A OVERVIEW : b J
C . . : . 1.
Part | defines competency based .education (CBE), makés explicit the

-assumptions on which it rests, and traces the concepts éna practices from

which.it has emerged.. CBE .is defined-both fo—rmaliy And operatid‘na.l'ly, ) .
' ‘ . ) . ~ .
and the concept of alte native,:partial, and approximate models of CBE is

. \

exé;ninedf' TT\g paralle:ls between copp'ete\ncy based education and i:ompetend L |"
based- feacher edufa:‘on are addressed. . ". . - ) N
Indefining\g:ympetentyl bés?d eqmli:at:ion,\attention is..d‘rawr.l to the-; . :_0
.var;ety of meanings't'hét hav,e‘been atta.chgd tt; the c;)nce'pt,’a‘nd, more - *)
fundaménglly', to the meaning of coMpetence.: The for;al def\ini;.ion .
‘proposed for competency based educat.ion,i..s » L ‘ % é% , s
. g * ’ . v

+ ''...a process th@t facilit'atés. v@ith\ kﬁow?\;degree of effec-
\ ‘tiveness, the attainment by learners of.a specified level of per-

formance on desired dutcomes, including the ability to perform ta&s L )
«related to success in job or life roles.'' . ©ot
- v . . L]

. ' »

The operational definitioh pn‘)posed' consists of a set of d?fining charac~ r *
teristics, & set of enabling c'haracteri_stics, and+a set of unique characaer-
s \ ‘ X '

'.X * . B R. P ’ ’ R ’ -
After a review of the assuMptions .underlying these characteristics,

istics.

»

Part | closes with a review of some things CBE dg)’es.'novt assume.
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.(i ' ' . CHAPRER | - >
P <! : 0 : :
2 ) J '//>5 COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATIQN AND THE PBQBLEM OF DEFINITION

-
-

. : .+ In_a discussion of competency based :education, .two-de#ini &jonal
questions arise: what is the mganing of competence, and ‘what is the

I3 . ? ' h e ’
. » meaning of competency based ,education. Nn the pages that follow both .are . - T

e i E . ‘

“t- >~ Dictionary, 1971).

defined in general terms, and are referenced against related concépts in _ .
public schooling and teacher education. An operational definition of CBE b |
is ptesprited inChapter 2, and alternative models of CBE ate examined in : ‘
e Part |1T. ) S v

.
- L

‘The'Mean}ng of éompetence N

]

In everyday, man-on-the-street “terms, competence signifies"the, abi{ity -
to do something weil." Ordinarily the ''something' refers to a job or a
complex task--for example, the ability to manage a business or a farm;
the ability to function as a scientist ar a‘surgejn; the aBility to play -,
tennis or chess. This everyday use of the termlis consistent with its )
dictionary definition: 'Means ‘sufficient for the necessities of life;

# fitness''. Syn: Able, sufficient (Webster's Seventh New Collegiate . s
« " . ' ¢

L4

‘. - L4
/ N '- A\l A . U
* . Unfortunately, the relatign to ''the necéssities of life'" or the life roles
’ -aspect af this general gefinitiqn of competence has not been consistently
maintained by persgns warking in competency based education. As applied
in CBE, competencé has often’ bean equated Wit performance, without regard
~N .fdr what is to be performed, This haS led to|the designatioh of’essentially
: *any desired learner outcome as a ''competence.)': Sich an approach to the
definition of compet®ncy can be thought of .65 the "if x can do‘y, Shere
"+ .y is any desired outcome of schooling, then x is competent'' apgroach.

' Accepting such a definition of competency leads one to view competency based
education as little more than performance based education or'mastery learning,
as discussed in the next section. Defining competence as sSynonymous with

. any- performance affected by schooling, thérefore, robs competency based

. education of its uniqueness.* It ignores“the public and educatioral
forces seeking to give education accountability, and to invest high f
school graduation with meaning by insisting that at a mini um, graduates
demonstrate abilities to function in Rey life roles outsidk of school~-~how-
ever far their learning potential carries them in the attdinment of other

‘ traditional and non-traditional goals of schooling. - -

3

¢ ’ \
Gale and Pol_(l§75) Eupport the inclusion of the notion of relevance
to functighing effectively in life roles outside of school in the definition
" of competency.. After consulgjng a number of dictionaries, within-a wide =+
. variety of disciplines and in five different languages, these authors
L concluded that a Pemarkably consistent and cogmonly held set of definitions
s ' - ’ .

v . [ . - .
“See Cﬂépter 2 for a more extenﬁive discussion of the unique elements of .(8E.

e V.

‘ :i,‘l

RIC - N . 1i
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# . ~ st ’ »“- - .f‘;‘ “"I-‘ .' . M) ‘ * . '
©  exist with respect ‘to the -tépl..-::thex i..’?gm{r.nze tReir eonclusions As A"
4 ' il . R, " .. .. ‘

fol lows:

Because it includes ‘the dimension of

6r role. The ligatures binding the two are abil- - Ta

Gale and Pol define competerice fo . . .
i functionally adequate in bgr"fprming the tasks and assuming the rol of R
> a specified position 'with'the_ requisite Fw ge,_,.abil?ty, capabitity, - L0

> +skill, ‘judgment, attitudes and values." (p. 2

conceptualized in terms of several interrelaled parts, A competence to -
be demonstrated is,stgted in general terms, and.referenced,eo a particular
+ . role or position. - As suchywghe term nce is nat used synonymously
with the -knowledges, skills, .and attitudes ‘that are exerciséd to perfarm®
cogpetently. These shouid be.treated either as enablers of competente,
"~ or as other kjnds ofymore general outcomes desired of education. - -

'\}aln.ﬁs,krequired for successful 'functfoning the posi-
n

. .
Py hd »" * s

Ry

-3 a

- « . - *
< v~ ) ‘ ° . ce M

Competence, by definition, is tied to a position T e,
ities, knowledge,,skills," judgment, Aattitutidsapg . ~
tio rple. That is, possessions of sthe éritically;_/ .
required abilities, k dge, judgmeot, skills, - < o -
attitudes and values-{add proficient use, of the -
same--is what yields competence in an individdal.

e ., Lo ’ . . °

rmally as "...the quality of being

Competence, then, may_be

“ -
- . s
relevance to funttioning in 17fg - . ~ - 9

" * ,roles, tie- definition of competency proposed by ‘Gale_and-Pol and 'adopted
' " here opefis the way to the unique and challenging definition of . competency . *
» based education developed in the following sections. . v . ,
e . o » Rt S " '
. . - B
) - The Mean.l rrg of Cogpetency Based \EdLicafiogr - ) " s -

defining competemce as equiva_'lent to thé achidvement of any-specified
outcome' in education,  From this point of view, Competency based educatian -
is essentially equivalent Yo performance hased'educa,ti-on‘or mastery

\/ ~ learning.

the essent X .
., S , e N

$

“As hoted in the previous ‘éection, one view of CBE bégins. by -

R

-

< 5.t |

Writing from this ‘orientation,Houston and Howsam (1972) identified

.

ial characteristics of competency based, instruction; -
4 E .
- Two cMaracteristios are essential to the cdn&;bt S .
ofs competency-based instructjon. ‘First, precise learning - e
objectives--defiried in behavioral and asséssable termss-must s .

- be known to learner and teacher alike. Eompetencybased e

3

instruction begins with identifigation of the specific Lo
competenc¥e¥ that Afe the objectives of Mhe learner. ™

These objectives are stated in-behavioral terms, -Means - N L
are spetified for determining whether the objectives Ce . T .
have been met. Both learner and teacher are fully aware * S
of the expectations ‘and of the criteria for completing the : Lo
learning effort, , From a vatiety of alt'ernatige'learning“, :
acelvities, those most appropriate to the speciflc objec-

tives are selected and pursyed. In contrast to fmuch . et
traditional instruction, the activities are viewed as L
v . h ; & . :
| t ’ ' ° I .3~ <
Iy = b « ' ’
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) -. means to a specific end: -Neither teacher por - . - . o )
learner ,is permitted to ‘view the actnvutues as . R s
- the objective of the learning experlence. - ! '
' ’ e
RN vThe seconhd essentlal characteristlc.ls

-accountability, ‘The learner knows that he is.
' expected to demonstraté the specnfi.d compe~
tencies to the required Jevel and in the :
. agreed-ypon mariner. He accepts responsubnlnty
' ande expécts.to-be held accountable for meetlng
- the estab14shed criteria. (p. 4)

g

More recenfly (1975); Glnck Hennung and Johnson detalled
retaining its 7ssential features~

b o
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|Ana_lyze the. | Assess’ student State performihce ' Preassess
environment ;- needs . i obJectlves { | objectives
. . ) [ - N s N

| . -
i Becycle or
move on,
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ngure 1. xtbe'model-of a Competency Baseo Instruction Systen
- as depj&ﬁed by GTick,'Hennjng and Johnspn (1975). , _ Y.

Three add]tconal features of competency ased: educatlon andftqpcher‘ vt
education are seen. by“‘most rjters as ccompanying this gssential mastery -
learnlng model.. These are Ya) a’ crlteq‘on-r ferenced Japproach.to the T
measurement of 1eardhnp outcomes (b) the i df\Tduallzation or” persona- .
H!!ption of "the |nstru§;|on-learning process; and (c).the vnewfng of the Y

struction-learning process for each stud nt, and of* the |n$miUct|onal _
program as a ole, as reflecting 4 Mgystems' model. Each Y . Tl
these .cohcepts .is dealt with geparately ih the paragraphs that fol low. " -3
Mhen added to the baiﬁc-mastery learning él, -they . represent an A :
;approach to the Fmstruction- learnvng eval atlon process which is markedly
differ,nt from.that typical in today' s~séhools. Glick, Henning and -

" Johnson (1975) have summarized these differences. ’ e

.
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CH RACTEBISTLC§‘0F INSTRUCTION,
ARNING AND ASSESSMENT“IN
'\IRADITIONAL SCHOOLS

GHARACTERISTICS oF INSFRUCT I ON,
7kgmgmm; AND ABSESSMENT IN
OMPETENCY BASED SCHOOLS

- )
.- 1, The -content of the currlculum is
) '+ selected by the teacher and pre-
sented to the students. .
'» RN
R §
I's ) ' v

* 2. All students are expected to learn
the key.concepts and facts presented
~wlthm the same time frame and.using
‘the game basic materigls.

N - . * -

and meant to guide the tegacher.

* b, 'Evaluetion is Horm-referenceda
‘ Individual student performance
is measured against the group.

»

5. Teachrﬁﬁﬁis applied in a uniform

-« manner to all.students. P

)

1. The content %o be learned is de-
veloped and sequenced by tHe
teacher in terms of competencies
to be mastered by the student.

The individuall student may ,
hdwever, be assngned certain '
competencies to develop. or he
may -select competencies of
personal interest.

2a.The student learns at his‘own . °
, rate and moves on to new ma-
. terials only when he has mastered
~ thHeécompetencies in the unit,,
preceding.

Zb,Based upon individual learning
style, the student is assigned,
or self-selects, materials and
instructional settings to der
velQp each competency.

3. Objectiges are stated in per-
formance terms, written in .
language that the student can
understand, and Shared w;th
the student ' :

4. Evaluation is criterion-refer-
enced. Individual student
P formance is measured against
th& criteria stated in the %
objectives. )

’
M ®

5. Teaching is varied accordihg
to the needs and interests
of tﬂ? nndnvndual studeﬂt.

- v -

v 7 \
B .
5

. ‘- ’ < !
Criterion-referenced evaluation.

i

T .

.

.
.
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-

The concept -of criterion-referenced .

‘measurengnt (CRM) has. accompanied the competency based educatnon movement

front the outset.

In parg this stems from the c)ose association of CRM

with mastery and performance learning,.xn part wﬁth the’growlng disenchantment

a . {
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of parents and educators wj;h traditional, norm-referenced approaches
to the measurement of achievement; and in part with the ‘Ogical demands of
g, - the concgpt of competence, and the need to recognize the'existence of
competerice through some specific means of certification. If.an educational
; program is to promote student competencies, and if the program is to attest
" to each student's competence, criteriop-referenced measurement seems quite
. appropriate. As Houston and Howsam-have put it
R - /7 - . .
. ’ "!...the focus for evaluation or accountability (in
' competency based education) is shifted to the indi- Lo
. vidual's attainment of 'a set of objectives. He no
. < longer is judged by his standing relative to the
. performance of a group or of a test population, In
other words, this approach is criterion-referenced, + v ‘Eﬁ
" in contrast to the norm-referenced approach that has B
(“-\\\ been emphasized throughout much of our educational
history (particularly during the life of the testing
movement). The learner's échjeVement is compared with
the stated objEctives and the specified criteria;
the achievements of other students are not relevant
to the evaluation.! (p. 4) o o %

-
v

The Personalization of the Instruction-Tearning Process. . .
. ] v . . " . , ‘Y
A1V writlers om.competency based education and competency,b;%ed teacher
education hate added to the mast®ry learning mode! the cencept of ‘individu~
alized or personalized. instruction. In the narrowest sense, this means
. 'that time is,"treated as a variable. in the achievement of the outcomes des.ired
. . from instruction (Eisele and Walversongl]975). In the broadest sense,
_ .t .it includes an option for students' to negotiate the outcomes desired from
- ’ instruction, the indicators by which the achievement of outcomes are to
be evaluated, and the leagning activities to be pursued in working towards
negotiated outcomes (Schafock and Garrison, 1972).
. .

¢

The addition of time a critical variable in the instruction=learning /

process is a pecessary accompiment to the mastery learning model: if
specified gufagmes are to be achieved by students who vary widely in<abil=- '
ity and background, varying amounts of time must bé “allowed for’ outcomed ’
to betmet, The broader interpretation of ipdividuatizing or personalizing
instrdction recognizes that. individual differences in students extend to
the reed for variation not only in time, but in learning outcomes, and in
learning activities that lead to the achievement of outcomes. It also
recognageg a philosophic commitment to the importance of nurturing, as well
, as building upon individual differences‘in instructiom; to the need to com-
bat politically the perception of+competency based education as & mechanistic
system that produces ‘students who know the same things and act in_ the .same
e ways; and to. the recognftion that defining competence in terms of the per-
.. formance of tasks in job- or 1ffe-related roles requires that competence,
) be demonstrated ‘idiosyncratically, and ‘that instruction be sensitdve to
. iggividual‘differences.

.

} Viewing the Instruction-Learning Process, ac” the Program Improvement
Process, According to the Principles of Systems Theory -

For a wide variety of reasons, ‘the mastery'learning model’ central to com-
petency based education has, from its inception, béen\viewed'within the broader
o [} . -~ . ]
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_framewo‘of systems theory. |In part this reflects an inte est in systems:

. these three circl respectively, as essential features. of

. . - »
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“ . A .
. » .
. . ’ . i
- - -
. . . .
. > . v .
. ’ -
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theory held by educators in the late .1960's who viewed" it a way of im-
proving the educational process. In part it refiects the rkcognition
withinf the mastery learning mpde! of the meed for students to recycle
through as many learnihg experiences as needed until. mastery‘is reached.
And in part it reflects the growing sophistication in the rattonale and
methodology of prograh evaluatidn protedures’ that view at least the forma-
tive evaluation process as one that facilitates the continuous adaptation

.and refinement of an instructional program on the basis of dystematic

feedbatk on program effectiveness. This process of feedback makes the ' ¢ -
competency basSed approach to edgcation*dxnamié, and open to r,',ﬁ?i"ona_l
change’ /A;Jﬁqh it is one of the most basic and most powerful character=~
istics of the competency based mo nt. The general représentation of y
& . -

this proces is shown in Figure 2. ’

) ‘ ¢ .
. ‘h . : * - o
! Input —— Process Output

s : P ®
Figure 2. The self#renewing cyclle of a systematic approdch to
instruction and ipstructional improvement.: - ,
- s )
Essentially all writers on compé‘t;ency based-education and teacher .
education agree on these basic characteristics bf .the*concept. There is
less general agreement regarding a number of other characteristics associ-
ated with competency based edication, however. These include such con- .
cepts as task analysis, the modutarlzation of instruction, data based.

’

"~

‘decision making, community involvemet in gdal setting and instruction,

a consortium based mode of operation, use of instructional technology, ’
and yse of goal based managgement and resource-allocation prfocedures. As . - h
with the basic characteristics, different writers have emphasjzed- various e
concepts in different degrees, and with. differing views regarding how '
they interact with the basic features outl?ned aboje. A -

-, el

. W These differences have added ah elément of uncertainty,.sometimes . \’
N

bordering on confusion, regarding what is meant by competgncy based.
education. This has: led Howsanl to propose a three level framework for
viewing the nature of LBE., HowWsem's framework is ¢omposed of three con-
centric circles. . The inner circle represents the tompetency based instruc-
tion-learning prbcgss; the intefmediate cirsltNnrepresents the criterlon=
referehced, personalized ‘and.systematic design’ pré‘:ertfes of the model;

and the outer circle represents such characteristics as -goal set- . .
ting procedures, the joining of instjtutions and agencies for the T
operatiom of a competency basedWsrogram, and the use of goal based . :
management and resour e'v'allocatipn -thé‘:iuresz Howsam identifies . Y

LS
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CBE, the enhéncing features of CBE, and the enabling f:::;res of CBE.
His three level representation'is shown schematically in Figure 3.
Liberal use is made of this framework in proposing a slightly different

view of the defining features of CBE in Chapter 2.

. _s® \ .

Wh iske Héwsam's'conception of competency based education }eflects
accurately the position of most writers i the area of eompetency;baseq‘
education, and ny@ost persons responsible for the operation of competency -
based education'and teacher education programs, it-does not deal squarely " *
with the issue of competence as it has been proposed ‘in this monograph. <
Howsam's conception, like that of Glick, Henning and Johnson, is essentially
a mastery learning. conception~rather thah a competency-conception. Howsam =~ .
and™others would argue that th masti}y learning framework does not preclude -
the kind of learning outcomes Ealled for in a competency based framework. ‘
While this is true, the mastgxy model does not direct attentij h to such
outcomes; -anfd as a cohsequenge, most competency based educatlon; and
teacher education programs wp to now have defined competencies | -
to be demonstrated largely in terms of the knowledge atd skills
merely tbought to be needéd td perform job- or life-role retated . )
tasks. , While there {s nothing inherently wrong with such an approach, K
it—ttmits the kinds bf'eyidence available for certifying the ability / v

a

to perform rolesrelated tasks. Moreover, 'it- does not force programs
to" fac sessment and organizational demands that come with taking
the proposed definition of competence seriously. This occur$ even though

the knowledge and skills to be mastered may be derived systematically Y
. from an aralysis of the tasks to be performed in a job or life role. ©
Fortunately, some existing models for viewing competency based educa~" .

.tion and teacher education are consistent with the proposed interpr tiom .
of competeﬁce. Programs reflecting these models have been impleménted, .
or are in the process of being implemented. ‘These are the ComField Model -
for the preparation of teachers (the acronym stands for competenmcy N
based and field centered) that has been developed in the Northwest an
tested most thoroughly in Oregon (Schalock and Hale, 1968¢ Schalock, ' |
Kerip,ang Horyna, 1970; Schalock, Kersh and Garrison, "1976; Schalock, 1976;
Garrisqgp and Hiatt,'1976); and th regon Mode! for Competency Based
‘Educationin Elementdry and Second Schools (Hall, 1975; Fairbanks an
Hathaway., 19]5).‘ Both the ComField Model and the new Standards for schools
in Oregon interpret competence to mean the performance of tasks in“job=- Qr
lifesrelated roles, without in any way limiting schools or students to thY

attainmént of a minimum, essential set of outcomes. Both have also

adopted 3 set of operational characteristics that' cause teacher education
.and schooling in Oregon to reflect essentially all of the characteristics
outlined in the Howsam framework. As a consequence of the meaning given
competence, however, both teacher education programs: and scheols in Otegon
reflect subtle but func ionally important differences from. the Howsam | /
~framework. These diffgrences constitute the basis for the formal definition ° .=
proposed for competency baséd “education in this tonograph (see pp. 11, and \
12 ), énd, the basis for_the operational definition proposed in Chapter i.'..ﬂ‘

* y

* h Y

. - 4
The essential f::iﬁ?i)vaé the ComField Model are outlined on pp. 16 and t7.7=
The Fairbanks-Hathaway document has .been prepared in conjunction with the
présent monograph and should be read in conjunctiom with it. oo
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:Ooncepfs and Practices Related to pom#tﬂased Education '
o L Al

—" A number of ‘Q‘gcepts and p:"s\e\ices that are relati vely well known
-in educatjon tod‘ay,'_'ap‘d that ate ceatrat t® the cpqcepi of ‘competency
b%s‘ed education, have already beén discussed. these viaclude the ‘concepts
of mastery learning, performance.based edecation, .the individ@alization
. . 4 or personalization of instructisn, the recognition of time as a dritical .~
S;{‘ 4}._' variable in learning,.the Use of criterionwreferénced measur_z to assess |’
"54; ‘learnihg outcomes, the ‘applicatiorn of systems theory.im the si§n and -
~operation .of education, programs, goal basgd managemeft br management by
objéctives, the allocation &F resoarces oA the basis of Sﬁjutives {program
planding and bydgeting sy'stehs),;.and”thq;déwelopmen,t and operation of
", -aducational programe, thrbugh, a consortium of Idstitutichs and dgencies. “». -
Other ‘toncepts and, practicég.that ~ass‘m~,’a“'t'eﬁt‘r§l place in,compet'ency‘ R
based educatign, ‘either as precursors or closely .relat developments{. ' " ", .
* include the behavioral objectives movement; ithe ptogr d-iRgtrection .
movement; the modularization' of instruétion;’ thie move Yo involve parents
. and members of a~Community.in program pafanning-gnd eval ation;{the ldea-" ™
" * of community based educati'on; the ided’ o.f"domaf': ,r,g’férgged assessment ‘
" -as an extensiofl of criterion-referencgd assessment; the concept of .. >
functional literacy; task-analysis-techiiiques as.a“mpans of identifying L .-

\

the knowledges and 'skills assumed: g be need€d*to perform a tdsk;’ the .

74

provision: of feedback in setation to| performarce &sa critital Qla'_r'isb/le .
in-learning; aptitudertZeatmeq't' interaction, resedr¢h as a baSis for W
. improving tb(‘lﬁstruotfon-}eajfning process;, ind‘ivid&,&lly ghiaedx'irisﬁr;qct
‘ t\m; ,;;onti.pubuslprogrgss, leagrning; ‘and the variety of meanings gjven-ta " -,

"+ thg concept. of- school .agcountabi Il ty.. The 'rq,anner Jin whichjda?pgtency based .
educgtion. accomodates these-various .concepts_is dealt ‘with ‘inChapter 3,
“ and the chapters dppearing in Partuljﬁ;"o,f: the man;‘.a‘ph,.,«' R B Y

©
N

. By iﬁcorﬂ?a%these various concepty and practices '!.ompet'e?mcy“
based educabion simuttanegusly provides.a much needed service to R
education and an invitation for the educétioml/cmﬁqnity to b . suspicious -
of the idea. -, The sefvice comes from defining gn approdch to education’ .
that' makés integrated yse of thé best, that eguca‘ticin' has .to offer "at” this.

¢ time, both cohceptually and procedu'rally-._‘)wifthi'n,‘.thp contéxt.of CBE, . for

» \ example,the ideas of!_ma»steri Jearning, g?ri:tériop‘réfpnqced‘meas rement, k

and - the .persona lization of the instruction~leargi ng, ProGess ;become not only '

compatible Sut 'hecesiary~,pa|.‘ts'of’ the-wholg. | The 'basis for sugpicion-

. comes with tﬁe‘*pi’es&rﬁption‘ that such arist of,concepts and practices.can ., |
+ be integrated. Into & sensible whole. - While such ‘a.response Is undersgandable,
and in general should be ‘encouraged, -the position taken in,the présent - "’

!/ momograph 4s that CBE does make . integrated sense of-such a list, and ]n,, )
fact puts these various concepts,and. practices together-in such a w_ayz -~
_that the potential of competency based education’' far exceeds .the potential”
of any one of “the concepts and pr.acti"ée's that it eomprises, Ve 2

[ . i . - . . . o'y o .‘\. ’ . ." f ',
1 n this regard, one"particql,ar'l,yat‘tr.active f&ture of the compe-..

tency based movement is its responstveness to the concept of school - :
accountability, and tjge Interection of school acéountability with - 3}
accountablility on the part of stu ents ‘and teachers wihehin schools, - The
particular mix CBE*gives to the :E:as' of mastery learning, the personali-
zation of instruction<and asgesSment within the contsxt ‘of mastery learning,

and the-press for at least{ a minimum set of"outcolpgs of schooling that are .

. v i ' .4 \ RN

( 100 » *




tied dil,ectly to pefPormance i out-ofjschool' contexts provides the
basjc ?ngredients needed qu'\ai'approach to*accountabitity in.schools.
When these aré ‘combined with the concepts of ‘program adaptatién and im-
provement |through the application of §$§tems design principles, and the

linking of resourtes to outcomes and Pprogram improvement actiyities iden-
. tified on the basis.of outcome achievement, . CBE is able to &eal with h
- “the various aspects of accountabili'ty directly and effectively. o

A Formal Definitjon of Competenoy Based Education .

~
1]

" ’ Ih its simplest form, using terms only sugvges'tive of its full meaning, - .:
MKBE might be defined as ° N . o
: ' . 1. - .
"...a process that facilitates, with a knqﬂ*degree of »
effectiveness, the attainment by learpers of a specified

,level of performance on desired outcones, incluging the - L \
ability to perform tasky related to success in job or . - . ')
life roles." L . )TN ; -

+

~

LE 1Y t'hin'gs are not made explici y. such a definition, ,For example,
How"are the competencies to be a ned by learners who have widely varying
Jnterests~Snd abilities? Whap-fasks are to be performed*for what job~ or
life-rffles?- Where amd how the ability t® perform such tasks to be -
.'achieved? .What is to be accepted as evidencé of the ability to perform’
" such tasks? How is the demonstration ofe/such competencies to be certified?
d

How are such competencies tocbe integratéd in. the total gogl structure of
the schools? - ' ' - S >

Bu? leaving such questions unaniwered Is probably appropriate,
Matters of this(kind shanld be determined by individua) communities, and:
" worked out between individual studgnts and faculty members within schools. °
: . ' ’ oL . ’ . .
. /By contrast, however, many things are made specifjc 5y this definition, '
I't signals chearly, for exampje, that CBE is 3 cBntihuously adaptWe! process
* \with known reifability in 'p(oic;tlng desired IZ?rnLn? outcomes, : It signals:
‘that at least some of these outcomes pértain to ‘the'students' abiﬁt’y,, to
perform‘tasks that are defensibly relpted to out-of-schoo] job- of life=-roles. _
And it.signals th:z the pracess be continuously adapted on .the basis of ‘
the success with which students .achieve thé outcomes dgslj;ed. .’/

. " . ¢ . » P IR ,

A1l of these Implications reflect.the tdeal dependence of $uch'an
approach to education on the systematic collection and -use 6f information
on the effectiveness of school programs (thé Success of all students in
eath progrﬁ.and the: systematic coljection and use of information on
the succes3TGf each student im each grogram in which he or she is enrolled. L v
They also Tmply a commiwnent to successful Iea}r:lng on the part of all g
studentssin a school, not just a high percentage of students.' As one :
superinténdent of a large urban district recently put it: '/Educators,
have fever accepted the respon‘slt””f:y of achlevfng syccess with every .
student. That's a tall order. Arnd | believe the only way we can:develgp’
that institutional frame of mind is by saying that's exact{y what we.are
golng to do" (Robert W. Blanchard, Super\inéendent, Rortland Fubll’_c Schools,

|
_fn: '"Change and Chajlenge for Education in the 1970's", p."%).

;
‘43
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. , £ .
- Again, how 3]l these things are to.be done -is a matter fbr Individpal
. Pt d ] d ‘nes f the definjti 3 S .
c?mnurjrt #s and schools to e:emlng\{te power of the definjtion rﬂ#_}(
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in the fact th&k'if they are done, by whaéever me:!s, an edueational I,
‘program wil} be competency based igp the fullest sense 6f the term :
The operdtions Sutlined in Chapter 2 are an'extensieq of 'whis formal
defintion, and represent a ﬁir&;iappréximation to the éav[ous processes

_ that mu{t be céi?(:d out to “implement such an approach to education. .

' ~ . ’

i The Imp‘lement.ation of* Co&ipet'enél Based iducat-?on, 1975 .
Lol b) < g g

+ ' *

L For all othe intéqeét;in competency based education, there are only
a few k:zwﬁ’;ablicafions ofgthe concept to the design and operation of

3y ongoing Achool programs., The Diocesan and -public 'schools of Toledo, s

Ohio, wgrking in cooperation with the College of Education at the Univer-
sity of Toledo, have managed to implefient alterrative competency_

, based programs that'refleetitﬁe Qhio legislature's recent mandate 'to
increase systématic educational planning at the district level (utz, .
et 1., 1974). The Palo Alto public schools are also 'in the process of

,implementing a CBE approach to the iﬁstruction:jegrnlng process (personal
communication), and ail school districts in'Oregon are proceeding to -
implement” the ¢ ncy based apprag¢h to elementary and secondary
eddcation-that_is now required jn the state, (Fairbanks and Hathaway, 1975).

. .. L€ - R » .

.y, There seems to be.More-involvemegt with the' idea of competency based

- education at the level of state departments pf education and state legls-
~latures’than at.the level of individual diq;,,cts or schools, In addition

to Oregon,3t least two other states, California and Florida, have adopted
proficiency examinations as a.Q@ng for high school graduation. Penrisyl- -.
vania’is in the process of testing a-series of community céntered'apﬁfogthes
to competéncy based ecucation that are Being examined as possible models

tﬁFoQgg which to impfove the quajity of education within the state as o

whole. . E o * ‘ . f .

T "

In these .and other states--such as Hawaii, Minnesota akd Illinoik--com-.

-

B

., "petence is betng defined ,in aggliéd performance terms. As A consequence,
mollk | 449 F° competency based education are being tested’ thf go beyond

a traditional mastery learning model. Each state diffefs, however,’ R
in ifs particular interpretation of the meaning of c etence; therefore,
a variety of competing models are Tn :act being implemented. :
. g . Lo “
/. A number of other states are actively dis®¥sing the whole idea of
competency based education, put-are doing so thus far primarily in con-
- junction with the development.and. implementatidn of statewide assessment
. programs.’ New York, Georgia, Michlgan, Alaska and™lashington are in this
stage of development. «Alaska is also in the process. of identifying dis-~
tricts that would be willing to serve as test sites_ for the implementation -
of a competency baséd approach to education tailored-along the' lines of -

the program adopted in Oregon. s ) .
.- . /
\\\5 z\elt is too early to tell whether the idea of competency based education )
will be a lasting one, or whether it tco will be seen in a few years as no

more than a passing fad, It is too soon to tell whether competency based

education, once implemented, will maKe a' difference~in the quality of

education children receive. The breadth of the concept,” however, i

apparent responsiveness to thé varlous pressures cqgfng to bq;r on p
[4
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education, and its mechanisms fon.édaptation and qhangé suggest that it
will be longer 1ived than many other lnnrtions in education. '

On(the other hand, the comprehansivdgess of the idea, and the nature

of its §k@gﬂﬁ§ on the organization and operation of schools, may defeat

it before it receives a fair test. Nogschools in Oregon, for example,

as yet completely reflect all the characteristics called fgr in the new

Minimum Standards. This should not be taken to mean, however,that schools

will be unable to implement the Stancards, or unwilling to try to jmple-.

ment them. The Standards havé been in existence for only a year, and the .

schﬁﬂule for their implementPtion does not go into full effect until 1980.

On the encouraging side most schools in Oregon have been able to implemen

to a reasonable degreg the high school graduation requirements that are

now a part of the Stdndards (adoptqd by the state in 1972) ' and that are

to apply to. the graduating class of 1978. While the competencies to be

demonstrated are in some cases less powdgful than desitnd,\<:d the' measures

of coﬁpetence are in some cases relatively unsophisticated, \an Apptoximation
to both exists 'n essentially all districts in the state. Increasingly,
the instrugtional programs, record keeping systems and reporting forms
needed to support such an approach to graduation are becoming well esta-

" blished. s ’ -

| e
As yet there is no reason-to believe, based on Oregon's experience .

with competency based education, that anything other than positive )
benefits will be forthcoming. To be sure there has been and will continue ~
to be frustration, uncertai ty, and unrelenting demands on the .time and
energy of school personnel Zo implement such programs, but most educators
engaged in the process are ¢f the opinion .that it has had beneficial

- effects on their comunities, faculty, and students. The long term test
is yet to come, but with the implementation of the, NIE sponsored program
of research and development,of which this monogragh is a part (The Oregon
Competency Based Education Program), the nation will soon have reasonably,
complete and unbiased evidence on both the shortyand longdterm effects
of the Oregon experiment in competency based educatioq. N

. . 7 . ]

As in the case of Oregon, the experience ,of California, Florida and
Penngyl ia is too limited as yet to dFaW'ccncluffgns as to the conse-
quencesilg their respective experiments in CBE, or whether those experiments
are likely to zjﬁgnd and flourish with time,Because this he first year for.
the administration of the proficiency exqminatioh in Cali ia (it is-

- administered twice each year, once in December -and once in June), no
evidence is available.on how well students do on the examination or how
it predicts success in out-of<«school settings. The National Institute
of Education is dlso following the results of the Caljfornia experiment -
carefully, however, and will be in a position to report the results of
“that .experiment, Atapproximagely the same tQme,the{Aﬁill be able to report

. the results of the Oregon experiment. . f

t
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.’The Implementation of Competenc9 Based Teacher Educqtion; 1975

Ihp concepts of competency based education have been'ﬂ:::n Iargeﬁy
from the Iiterature@of competency based teacher education. In contrast
to competency based education, competency basegd teacher education is wdlb
establi'shed as a concept and s being implemented ip one form or another”

-
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in the majg;ity of teacher education institutions in~thé‘natfbu. It is
Iso a concept ‘that has. had a longer existencé than competency based ) .
atioﬁ\\:nq reasonably well coordinated demonstraﬂhpd”and dissemination ¢
itiesdesigned to fnformrteacher education personnel aboyt it. For
these reasons there {s a relatively large literature collection
on competency based teacher education (see Appendix A, V), Mgore/important,
a number of alternative mogels of CBTE have been developed, and ‘are
relatively'well known (see, for example, the University of Georgia, the
University :iLHOuston and the University of Toledo Models, as well as the
ComField Mode€l); a number -of model based program$ have been in optration *
for a long enough period of time that evidence as to costs and benefits
is beginning to emerge (Hite, 1974; Schalsitk, Kersh, and Garrison, 1976);
d descriptions that document thé nature and operation of several such
grams are noj available (Dickson, et al., 1974; Joyce et al., 1975:

Schalock, Kersh and Garrison, 1976). The origin of competency based

teacher education is well established, and can be clearly flxed ia\Sime.

In 1968, the U.S. 0ffice of Education funded ten institutions’ develop
new models -for the pfepardtion of elemengar\ school personnel, 8nd though
the language of competence did not appeayr in all 10 of the models that
emerged from the effort,the models as .3 group soon becaMe‘}aintified as &
performance based or competency bi?ed models (Burdin and Lanzillotti, 1969).

r Generally, these models reflected ih ona form or another‘f;e charac~
teristics of competency based education identified in the three level =
schema of Howsam (see p. 9 g. As indicated earlier, howgyver, only the
mode| developed in the Northwest (the ComField Model) contained from the
outset a'definition of competence Consistent with the definition proposed
in this monograph. - ‘ . : ‘ .

The,first phase of the.eli&entary models program covered a ten month
period, yielding ten paper models of how elementary teacher preparation
programs might be structured and operated to bedpore effective and . more
résponsive to the demands of the teaching profession than they had in the
past. The second phase of the models program followed a year or so later
with the extension and refinement of the initial models, the development
of détailed‘plans for implementing mode! based programs, and the provision
of cost estimates for carrying out the implementation plan. This phasd
of the program also covered a ten month period, and yielded ten implemen- .
tation plans and accompanying cost estimates. - : '

When inﬁ&ially.planned by the U.S, Office of Education, theselementary
models progrSm was designed to suppdrt the development. and operation of a
" “number of model based proarams over a sufficiently long period of time to
permit. firm conclusions as tb the costs and benefits involved in such
~programs. Unfértunately, as is often the case with wetl laid federal
plans,. funding sources did not materialize, and the U.S. Office _
of Education, ynder the aegis of the National Center for'the Improvempnt
§f Educational Systems, was able’ to provide only minimal support for those
involved in implemeniing model based programs. Speéifically, money was

made available to each institution that had developed one of the original
. \ oty \




- models (ghogg/iﬁé:;tdt?ons came tQ be known as QQE,Centers) toé&nform
others about the models, and te maintain contact with one another while
implementing, refining, and extending the -basic concepts in the models.* -

— ¥ * A number of ‘other activities, were sé%nsored by the U.S. 0ffice of
Education to test and disseminate the ideas about competency based
education thatqujfcongfined in the elementary models: These'in;lud’dz

® Funding the American Association for Colleags of . *
Teacher Educatlon (AACTE) to tstablish its Commit-

,. tee on Performance (Competency) Based Teacher
Education to investigate issues relatfﬁg to CBTE
and disseminate information about CBTE in written

" form to the teacher education’community; )

(3

’

’

® Funding the AACTE for the conduct of workshops
throughout the nation on €BTE; Th
i . . [ 4 . . .
" @ Funding the Multi-State Consortium for Competency
Based Teacher‘gducation as a means of informing
. 1 state departments of education about the movement,
. and to assist them in implementing the principles
of CBTE on a statewide basis if so inclined; and

The decision on part of the Teacher Corps to require
all of the prepacatory programs it supported to
be competency based i'n mode of operation: -

A~

Out of these various activities have come the AACTE monograph onper-
formance based teacher education; theamonthly newsle%ézz of the Multi-

State Consortium on developments within CBTE; 'and nu us publications
f follow-up -

supported by the Teacher Cq;:s; for example, a report

-

*This grant support was maintained over a period of ,three years (with-the
assistance of the Teacher Corps)., and-provided the means dy which much
of the present literature on competency Based teacher:educatign was
" produced; Major books and monwgraphs that have grown directly or in-
direotly out of the work of the elementary models dirqctors within th
Centers for Competency Based Educatdon include the 1970 Spring issue
of the Journal of Research and Development-in Education devoted to a
description of the elementary models and their feasibility of implemen-.
tation; Competency Based Teacher Educatioh: Pr ress, Problems and
Prospects (edited by Houston and Howsgm,ﬁTﬁzzf; the Florida Catalog -
of Teaching Competencies (edited by Dodl, 1972); Competency Based Teacker
Education: Problems and Prospects for the Decade Ahead (edited by Anderson,
DeVault and Dickson, Vol. 1, 1§7§); Competency Based Teacher Education: ]
A sttemsf roach to Programﬁgsign edit y Cooper, v(leber and Johnson,
Vol. 11, 1973); The Power of C tency Based Education (edited by Ro ner,
1973); ExploriggffEhpetenc;_hh d BducatTon (edited by ouston, 197“)€ o
Competency Assessment, Resear!ﬁ and Evaluation (edited by Houston, 1975¥; .
Closing the Knowledge Gap: m_E(r_gﬂams As the Focus of and, Context
For Research in Teacher Educatipn (Schalock, 1975); Governance Consertium,
Tedited by Hansen, 1975); and Criteria for Evaluating Competencys Based °
Teacher Education Programs (edfiéd by ‘Houston, Johnsoq and Burke, 1975),

L4
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re%earch.on the.effectjveness of Teacher Corps training programs (Marsh,
1974) and a report on the utility of CBTE practices when applied to 3 e

multhcultural education context (Grant, :1975). -

. )

In combination} the work of the elementary model directors within
the Consortium of CBE Centers, *and the documentation-dissemination . -

“activities of the agencies described abé@e, have led to a.remarkably quick

diffusion of ¢the concept of competency based teacher education within =~ .
the teacher education community. Recent. estimates of the extent to which

the principleg,.0é~CBTE are being adopted (Merrow, 1974) place-the number -
of institutions attempting to implement CBTE at well above 50 percent,

" and the number of states using these principless as a‘basis for the appro-
{

val of teacher preparation programs and/or the certification of education

- personne], at approximately 40 percent *(20 states by actual count). The

chapter by Gage and Winne on Performance Based Teacher Education_in the
1975 Yearbook\of the National Society for 'the Study of Education provides
an excellent review of the history and issues involved in CBTE. -

*

In spiite. of the essentially unparalleled speed with which the idea
of CBTE has spread throughout the profession, it needs to pointed out
that there dre very few fully operational competency: based teachér educa-
tion programs in the nation today. No preparatery programs have transformed
the.entirety of their four year curriculum into a competency based mode
of operation, and only a handful of ' institutions have translated -the pro-
fessional component of their programs completely intd a CBE mode of
operation. Other efforts to implement CBTE have tended to bespilot or
experimental, in nature, involving a course or cluster of .Courses within
an established program, or the translation of segment s -of programs--.for
example, all clinical or school based experienceSe-intoV;xCﬂTE‘mode of'

.

operation. . Lo SR
. o ) Ua}‘ . -

e reality of this still.primitive level of implementation,
quickly recognize that much of the literature about CBTE
hinking" about CBTE, tather than an .involyement in CBTE .. -

While this need hot invalidate -the concepts that have
appeared in the literature, so far as their application to competency
based education is concerned, it does suggest they be viewed as tentative
illustrations of solutfons rather than actual, substgntiated sotutions,

Givén
the readey wi

Fortunately, the modd1 of competency based teacher. education that Is
most consistent with the model of CBE progosed in the present monograph
has undergone reasonably extensive testing, and has been in place.
over a sufficient period of time that a first_level’analysis of the costs
and benefits associated with it is now available. This is the ComField
Model fof elementary teacher education that was developed in the Northwfst,
and has been used as a guide to implementing competency based teacher
education throughout much of the region, Model.bas€d programs are now.
operating at Western Washington State C l1ege, the University of Washing-
ton, Gonzaga University, the University of |daho, aﬁ% Oregon College of
Education {OCE). ‘ . [

Béing competency based and field oriented, thesé programs have been
forced to faceé the instruction,; assessment and certification demands that
; {

' . - -
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are assocjated with the &efinitiqn of‘compétence suggésted in this mono~
graph, and all. of the management demands that follow,. As’ such, these
programs -become valuable sources of information for states and schools

" wishing to implement a competency based program of th@ kind being

proposed.*- . . N -

[

S

[y

* A reggntly completed series of filmstrips describing the‘gthie}d Mode1

ard¥its implementation in the Northwest is available throu

gh the Region’

X Office of the U.S,  0ffice of Educati

, Séattle, or_the Teaching

Research Division, 0

.

regon State System Higher Education, Monmouth,

Qregon.
While the filmstrip series on CBTE in the Northwest will be Melpful to
states and schools wishing to implement CBE, a document .that will be
even Wore informative s th%iEangraph desgribing the CBTE program at
Oregon College of Education ¥Schalock, Kersh and Garrison, 1976) that -
is to be published In the AACTE series on competency based teacher
educatlon, The monograph_provides the first analysis ayailable of .

the costs’and benefits assaciated with' CBTE programs and-provides an °_
extensjve description of the procedures that have been developed at OCE
to assess the competence of teachers in ongoing school settings, to
personalize the instruction and assessment process, to continuously
evaluate and upgrade the program, to -insure qudlity in the measures

i

taken on the competendé of teachers in

which data collected within, the context of ‘the program are used for

e program, and the means by

’.

urposés of ‘researth on program‘and teacher effectiveness.

In combi-

nation with the description'of operational CBTE programs that are
available through the filmstrip series on 2BTE in the Northwest, this
monograph should prove to be a valvable Tesource for p&rsdns wholwish to
transliate thé principles of competency based education into programs

at thg‘elementary and secondery school level. . Ty 19 p
{ . - - . -
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- possible by the imppementation of systems design 'principles. . =

. . . > ~ .

. " . 'CHAPTER 2

AN OPERATIONAL, DEFINLTION OF COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATION o
< . t " . - A . )

‘

. After reviewing the meafiing of the term competence, and ‘the practices
and procedures that seem to ‘define compe tency based uncatlon as it ds now
practiced, it. has been<proposed’ that compeq.,dy based education be def ined
formally as e - . g S

N ] -

- .
™ ''...a process that facilitates with a knéwntﬂ‘gree of effective- )
ness,. the attainment-by learners .of a specified.level of perform-

anee.on desired outcomes, including- the ability to perform tasks
sselated to suécess in-job or life roles." )

¢

. -«

'_At'ﬁtrst,feéding this definition appears fo .be éonsistenf with the meaning
. given competeifcy based education by Howsam (see PP. 7 to 9), but in fact

there are subtle differences. The Howsam framework, for, example, does not
attend to the meaning that is to be giverr to the term competence; it does
not attend to the full .meaning that must be given to 'the personalgzation
of the,lnstrucglon-learnipg-evaluatibn'proces%~when competence is defined
‘as “the ability.to perform complex tasks;"™ and it does not treat as an

essential ¢ réctepistic iof CBE the adaptive,  torrective prgpertie; made .

- Givenathe formal definition that has been proﬁﬁsed, what are the pro-’

A

- cesses that oéenationally define competency based education?. Following

- sumeés fiye“interdependent processes a

. how the

2 " Set of. these ou;c7mes to berdemonstrated In order to .

ot . - <y R <
\ 4

Ny }'2. A pubtic declaratiom of the means by which the iofieve- .

tRe ‘lead of Howsam, 5";hreg;}qvel set of processes are proposed: | those ,
that constitute the definin ; Characteristics of .compbtency based education;
those that constitute the enabling characteristics’ of CBE; and"those that -
constitute ‘the unique characteristics of CBE. These are discussed briefly
in the pages that ollow, and form the basis for a subsequent discussion .

- of alternative and pgrfkal'moqgls‘of CBE given the.operational definition

proposed. ' The assumption$ underlying the proposed operatiohs are described

defining characteristics. Without.

referengg to the specific @ntent of, a program, and withbut' reference to

various®rocesses are interrelated, they are as follows’
. ) -~ g Y - . ’

“The forma] definition propdsed f?
S

v

o struction at aTi .levels of schoolihg {dédstrict, building, s ° ad
¥ course, individual ‘learner), includjng out § thave -~ .~
reflect the ability” to function effectively lity | .. %,
roles outsideof ‘sc/'uoo“l,iand the-designation ¢ a,minimum <’

.graduate.

ment qf“deslfed outtomes, and especially those ‘“that are R N

. [N
- . - ' \
a

v-% *

;
e . L4 . . -~
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in Chapter 3. - ) .
The* Defining Chafactéristics of Competenéy Based Education . \&<é/
ﬂcohﬁeténcy based education pre- ;

s

0 T (A . . : )
g.f'““f<1-' A public dﬁt&s;:tibp of the outcomes ‘desired from in-, .°- ’




' .

- required for graduation, are to be evaduated -ant
certified, including -- oo A

\ A o .. ’

the kind of indicators that are to be accepted
- as.evidence of gutcome achievement°
e L ]
how evidence of outcome achlevement is to bea
obtained; T
d .
what is to represent an acceptable level of ,)
" outcome ach:evement' ) ’ g

the procedures to beé followed in judging
perforhance in relation to outcome achievement,

how achievement in relation to desired outcomes
is to be recognized and displayed..

The design and op?ratlon of instructional programs, at all
levels of schoolihg (district, building, course, indivi-
dual learner), that =-- : . . - '

« '

a. clearly lvnk content and process to outcomes desnred

clearly provide abternatlve learnlng experlences for
outcome achlevement _and .

“\r

clearly rely on- performance in relation to established
standards as a basis for program placement deci lOﬂS,
‘including program exit and cert:flcatlon decisions.

»

L, A set of publlcly declared rules and Etocedures that permlt
the pe;sonali;atlon of learning progwams through --

a.,.an opportunity for students to negotiate
) * outcomes to be wonkedktoward
s indicators acceptable as evidence of outcome ‘
< achievement
* procedures to be used\ln assessnng outcome
. athievement \ ’ i
* standards of perfotmance set for outcome . . .
. achlevement '
- o learning activities to pursued while workong ¢
toward outcome achlev nt '

outcome achlevement
. learning facndltators o
* the  time and number of ‘emonftratlon attempts ,X )
allowed for dutcome dhlevement, and
, » ‘\n ¥ Y
the “adaptation of ail the above to the learning
Strengths and weaknessei yleg and: preferences of .
|ndivldual studen;s andeteachers.» “ "




-

ff_. . . .
A set of publicly declared rules andﬂpr 3

assuring the continuous adaptetion a improvement

of ongaing educational programs through the use of -- ~-\-

a. fdrhative and sdmmati?e-program evaluation data,A
including data on program costs and data on the
"appropriateriess of outcomes desired; °

b. 'student performance data; and

-
~

c. staff ﬁerformance data,'inélud’hg data on the
d effectiveness of staff development prog<?ms.

2
-

These five processes are presumed to cohstjtute the defining bﬁiesseﬁfﬁa] -
characteristics of a competency based educatian program. A program missing “ .-
any one of these processes would not be;judgegcompetﬁccy based. =

In viewing, these processes collectively, two features come into sharp
. focus: the extent to which competency based education makes public what
is hoped .to be achieved and what has been atﬂ?eved, and the extent to
which 3 competency based education ptogram relies upon and makes use of
data. ’ i I

"~ Both features have advantages and disadvantages so, far as the opera- -
tion of seqQoqls:is concerned. Being public about what is to be achisved”
enables students and the patrons of a.school tg see whether the goals being”
pursued are the goals* they wish to haye pursued. [t also permits students
and faculty td clearly understand what is to be achieved and wh® it has
been achieved. The disadvantages to. being public about expected and

‘achieved outcomes is the invitation'it provides to endless debate about
what these outcomes should be, and the means -they provide for holding both
students and schools responsible for the achievement of the outcome desired.

Operating eduqationaf*broérams on the basis of dat;\hbout student °
performance, program effectiveness, and faculty effectiveness is @also a
two edged swords On the one hand it provides a basis for decision making
that is better tha&n best guess, intuition, or impression. On the other
it is a costly approach to the operation of schools, both in terms of "the
time and resoyrces’required to collect and summarize the data needed and
to get it in a form that is useful to decision makers. _Dea¥ing with data
that pertdin to.a particular decision can also be disruptive, and time

sconsuming, and can make schools more vulnerable to their critics.

Be this as it may, a competency. based mode of operation seems to
imﬁ]y*jhat schools are to operate in an unusually puﬁlic way and with an
unusual dependefice upon_data for décision making. .

The Mst of defining processes for competéncy based education has
two other important features: the'exient»;o which a CBE program is out-
come oriented, and the. extent fo which it is tailored to differences, ., -
among individuals and settings. No&lonly must the outcomes to be achieved
thPough an educational program be i»en{ified,”and the indicators to be
Q?Eppted as evidence of outcome achievement agreed upon, instructional

pfogramg must be designed in terms of the-outcomef that are to be achieved and
. N - . ] ’ LS Y
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programs ‘that are to be adapted or improved on.the basis of evidenge about
the extent to which outcomes are’ achieved. Such an orientation, céupled
with the public and data.dependént orfentation of such programs, mages the
arena of cohg;teﬁzs\based education,markedly different from the approacﬁ,

*

to schooling found in most communities” today. .
. " < . ) . .
By‘ddding to this strong outcome orientation an equally strong com-
mitment to‘fhe need for poth sfldents and faculty to adapt outcomes, indi-
gaters of dutcome achievement, arnd learning activities designed to bring
about outcome achievement -to fﬁ{ their own particular needs, abrilities -
and learning styles, competency

approach to schoolinga Best evidence. from the arena of competency based
teacher education suggests- that such_an approach to schooling is not an
unattainable. goal--even with tie resources now available to schools,

-
.

Enabling Characteristics of Competency.Based Education
B . o [
While the five processes described above may represent the defining
or essential characteristics of “compe tency based education, they constitute
neither an exhaustive nor a sufficient set. There remain the questions,

- for example, of how the_outcomes desired from schooling are to be, detef-

mined; how resources and personnel are to be organized to carry out th
processes called for by the defining characteristics; how decisions abdut
curriculym, instruction, and resource allocation are to-be made; and how
the actual, operations involved in instructionend assessment are to be
carried out. These are the muscle and ‘sinew,of any educational program,
includihg those that are competency based, The fact that a program is
compétency based will have major implications for the form which such
efabling aspéﬁts of program operation will take, but every educational
program must have such characteristics, in one form or another, to function
at all, ) " ~ ) .

*
¢ 2 \

~ On the basis of ‘the defining features that have been propased,. four
enabling characteristics should accompany a competency based education
program fof it to function optimally: ' '
1 ¢ . Y . - . Wy
1. The establishment of educatignal goals and programs
on the basis of.-identified Eocial'conditjons, both
‘present and anticipated, and what 'is known about 2

' »

human development and learning.

2. The irivolvement of students, the community and educa- -
tion personnel in establishing .the autcomes desited ° -
from instruction,-and_the proGgedures to be used in s
evaluating and certifying the achievement of those
plutc‘onieé ’ ve . .

. , . N

3 "
3. The use of settings’ persons and resources to achieve

+desired outcomes through--

% linking prggram"planniné,'bpé?}tion and budgeting

ased education outlines not only ah apprqacﬁ
to education that is differentsfrom what now exists in most schools, but_oné
‘that ‘hedins to approach what many would feel -to be.an impossibly idealistic

-~

ot

procedures; H ‘ .
. ’ e T, . . ‘ e
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- quality. In light of the strong outcome oriéntation of a competency based. >

" ‘above are unique to the idea of competency based education: .

L B . Ry o
. . ‘ . .
‘* an information management system that supports .
data dependent decision making; and ‘
® the appropriate preparation, placement and’ . 4
utilization of. personnel. N S .
K il ' ' ) - - =
. 4. The creation of a decision hetwork that identifies ' SN
. for.‘:ch,major category* of décisjon,to be made--

’

- ~ % . e
® the structure or mechahism through which the . . . . -
deqision is to be made (e,g., an individual .
-t er or team of teachers, a departmental * s +
rade level conimittee, a school-wide com- - -
- . .. Mittee,/d school-community council); -

. o L
rsons to bé represented in the decision
making process;

® the persons. who are to take part in the decision ;lf -
making process; - ) . :

. ® the procedures to be follgwed*1n the- decision ' ‘
" making process; and : : '

® the data to be considered during the course of o
the decision making process. - -

LR . .
. N i L
: v . . : :
These.characteristics as a whole peflect two major points, .* -~
.of emphasis. The first has to do with ensuring that the-outcomes i

to be pursued in"an educational system are appropriate and of high

approach to educatiqn, and in light of the requirement_that these'outcomes

be publi¢t and agreed to, a competency hased:educagjon\program_attempting

to operate without the first two characteristics listed above wo d -n all
likelihood find itself in trouble very soon, if in fact it were able to .. -

_be implemeéntedyat all. ' Much the same rationale can be brought to the ¢third .
«and fourth itefms in the list. If resources and personnel*are not wisely
used in relation to putcomes to be achieved, and if decisions are not made .

ori the basis of data that are avajlable 'and in a mannef that is in keéping

with the publiceand outcome-ogienied stance of CBE, it is likely that a

program wou!ﬁ»find itself in severe difficulty very soon. This does not,

mean of course that ald four enabling characteristics have to be fully

operational when a competency based education‘program‘is first implemented. e
it does suggess, however, that unless these characteristics are an ‘integral ' i
part of planning id relation to program implementation, and unless, they .

are implemented quickly and as completely as resources permif, it s likely .
that 'a competency based:program of the-kind called for in the present moho- i
graph will have a short and unhappy existence. ;

Unique Characteristics of Competency Based Education

Three aspects of the defining and enabling charaiteristics.outlined . .

Ad y
-~ V.. The jdsistence that a minimum (non-negotiable) set. of

. outéémes (the éjfijijzfies) desired from schooling be . .
: ’ 22
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oo . defined in terms of.the aBility.of students =-s. . % . “
e.. . . to"function effectively in life roles outside ‘ B ‘
I . of s¢hoql ; 7, ¢ b . . L \
o~ - s . / . A . - -
. 2. The réquirement that attaigment of this minimum - ’ )
o e . . ‘set' of these utcognegée‘ demonstrated as & \
- _ . basis -fo‘rlgra ation f’rom-sch&ol; and ° 4 )
- .- * ) ‘ 2" ) .- > -“' ’ * ! [ L
3. -The requirement that pel"fo‘rmncgqin relation to . /
W - - / this minimum set of outcomesvbe summariged and ' . T
= . e « displayed as paft of the .certification process. -

. . ~ .

ATl of the other characteristics thatFave been listed as either defining
or enabling of* co:ﬁpetencyr;base‘d &ducation could a5 well appear in a mastery
leatning or performance based approsch to Ains‘;ruction as in a competency
based approach to instructign. . . . LT e s 7

o ‘ To’ some readers this conception may seem to miss thevpoint o;\'competency
. bated education, or to so simplify the meaning-of ‘CBE that it denies the '
o promise ‘it osafensibly' alds, Perbaps so. But the power of ‘these three
T feaitgres to fundament%ly alté the nature qﬁffc!‘ooliﬁg, and to noticeably .
» (improve the capacity of young people and adm‘ﬁ?:l to function within the
.. ,cor\texbof"prefe;it dax society, should not be Auinderestimated. Coming to
_grips with what Yuch outcomes- should be has ‘the potedtial of changing the
relationship between schools .afd communities, the relationship between
students” and faculty, .and the way we -think generally about what the outcomes

,ofsc'hool?-ng should-be.  Regognizing how ich outcomes are tp be achieved
3t

-

an&assessédﬂ is likely to change how we think about where and how instruc-
tion is to occur, where and how assessment to occur, who'’is to be in-

- volved in the instrucjion and assessment process, and the amount of ‘time

\ requ?c.ed for Tinstruction and,assessn!ent.- . - L \ \
- . - B

f . Facing the reality of having to certify that a student has in fact
. demonstrpted the ability to function- effectively in various 1ife roles in
. +- out~of-dchool settings.is likely to force schools td take their responsi-
bility .for learning much more seriously; it is likely ta cause schools to
use assessment informatTon as an integral part of the instructional pro- .
. ‘cess; ‘it Is likely to cause schools and communities to be much more seri~
i ous about following ‘graduates to see how they are in fact able to function /\
in out-of-school contexts, and to use this infoemation in defining school
programs; ard it is likely to bring to the outcome identification ‘process
a much more ;‘houghtfu_l, analytical ad serious orientation than has‘Peen

A

" the case typically in the past. . ’
.o ’ p 1f the;e.tonsequences occur,they must of necessity cause rethinking
) - - on all of the outcomes disired from schooling, and their relationship to
4 - those 'that are required: far graduation. p

. I 'short, it is possible that what appear on firgt reading to be the
. ", relagively innocuods characteristics of an educational program have within
*them the power to influence an entire educational system in a major way. .

Whether they do so depends of course upon the k?nds of 'competencfiis and outcomes
identified, the indicators that are to be accepted as evidence of competency . )

,,\ and outgome achievemen.t; the seriousness with which evidesce is to be g —
" 7+ obtained-on competency'and outcome achievement, and the commitment a school,

: ' .23
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- relationships; and 1
( i ® Collecting data about the variables in keeping with )

s

_approaches. to education, the role and fiunction of schooling in Amerdan

communities and the schools they support.

"‘ . N - J ‘ . '/ .
and community have to the achievement of such‘cdmpetenciqs and outcomes bY’ )
students, |f meaningful competeicies and cutcomes are established, strong
evidence of competency’ and outcome achievement obtained, and all students.
are expected to-achieve the'competencies desired and are flexjbly helped
to achieve outcomes im accord with their interests and abilities,“schoaling
as it is known in America today will of necessity change, ' .

THes® decisions, of course, are generally reached betwaen .
a district-and the community it serves, and thus with CBE as with gther
life, and to a large extent its qualiky,are fundamentaily in the hands of
‘- . . o .o P

Notes on a Model of Competency Based (Educatiorr‘, e '

This monograph carries a title thst‘sugaéugs the existence of at .
leajl one model of competency based education, if not :aiternative models'.
The issue to be addressed in the following paragraphs is whether ‘the pre-
vious listing of the defiping, enabling and unique characteristics of CBE

. represent a model of competency based education,

By almost anyone's definition,a simple listing of the characteristics
of a system that is to be modeled does not:qualify as a model of that system.
Snow‘(l973) proposes that models be treated as el developed descriptive
-analogies used to help visualize, often-in a simplifted or miniature way,
phenomena that .cannot be easily or directly observed. Each model .is. thug
a projéction of a possible system of relationships (emphasis added): among
phénomena, ‘realized in verbal, ‘material, graphjc or sympbolic. terms'" (p. 81).
Hathaipy (1969), quoting Richard Stone (1967), defines tihe elements that
make up‘a simple descriptive mode), -as’ . o

® Isdlating and defiﬁfhg the system and its boundaries
, according ‘to a (specified) purpese; [,*’
. .e N\ . .

"o Describing the controllable and uncontroliable vari-
ables within the system that are of interest;

k3
® Formulating the relatl@hships among the variables of
.®  interest, and estifating the parameters in these

proposed analyses (p. 20), ) . -

Very clearly, simply listing the cha;acieristics of an eaucationat

system, as has been dene thus far in the monograph, does not warrant e en
the label'descriptive model.n . , \“;////)

kt best such a listing can be treated a:(ixgroto-mohe ' it constitutes
the basic elements from which a,model or a series of models can be fashioned,
but it does riot iin its own right carry the strict properties of 4 model.:
While even this may be a presumptive, use of térms,it is seen as being a.
.useful heuristic for dealing with the remaining content of the monograph,

¢ R ¥
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and,it éhoulg have long term utility in maintaining an aWlreness thht ‘the
demand for b;?a’fide mode} building still exists, | : .
v . . : .'.."

With-thds ratignale; and with_apologies dufy expressed to all real and -~ -
would-pe philologists, the-term proto-mode] will be used throughout the ’
renainder of the monograph. Where gohtext demamds--for ‘example, in chapter
or section titles--the term model will be used as shorthand, but in all //
céses the meaning to be ‘assigned the term is, to be restricted to that -
implied by the proto-model label. The phrase '‘mode! of CBE" will be de- -
fined as and reserved for 'a well ‘defined and functionally different )
pattern of emphagis or interpretation that can’ be given the defining and,
enabling charalfé?istics'of~63§." ' . -

4 f ‘ ¢

»

- Given the assumption that any model‘of CBE is in® fact authentic - . -
only if all defining characteristics are represented in idestifiable

form, it makes little difference whethep one argues for “altefnafiveﬂ_

mdels of.CBE or ”variation?" on a single model, The reality* of imple-
mentation is that variation in emphasis or interpretation will in fact ~

occur, and it is arbitrary whether these variations are labeled alterna-

tive models of CBE or simply model-based variations. ’

Recognizing the arbitrariness involved, the language of both alterna-
tive models of CBE and model-based programs of CBE-is used in this

monegraph. The rationale for this distinction is twofold. First, it may_

bé Useful to think in terms of trying to identify rather well defined, Aﬂ:;v .
easily recognizable and* functionally different patterns of emphasis or
interpretation thaf~can be given the defining and enabling characteristigs

of CBE ( alternatdve models  of CBE), and treat these as viable and dis”

tinct options' fok schools or districts or states to pursue. Second, the
language of del-based p?oqrams will enable adopting, schools or districts °

or states to identify quickly ‘for one another the broad characteristics

of the ®ompetency based program that fs being implemented, and at -the same
time'accommadate the endless variations on a part@gular’ mode| that will

occur across implementing districts. )

- . . .,

Put in other terms, the language of alternative models facilitates
the seargh for alternatives in articulating and interpreting the defining
and enabling features of competency based education, while the language ¢
of - model-based programs provides adopting schools or districts or states
with a descriptor that conveys a great deal of meaning to others but at '
the same time permits the®

adopting schooTs to implement within that general =
descriptor whatever ' is needed to accomodafe the particular demands of their T
own contexts. This language pattern is_used throughout the remainder of

. 4e monograph, and attention is directed to describing several of ‘the more

obvious alternative models of CBE that can’be identified by assigning
different emphases to the defining and emabting charicteristics of CBE.

Notes on‘“PartiaI*Models“ and ''‘Approxjimate Prdgrams'
of Competency Based Education _

For purposes of the.present'ﬁonograph,a partial model or an aégroxi- .
mate orogram of competency based education % defined as one that does nat .

incorporat# all five of the defining characteristics of CBE in'clearly -

. - - : 25 .
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recognizable férm. Since the development of alternative models of CBE
is largely a paper exercise,it is unlikely that partial models will
occur, unless of course the model buiider Rhooses to ignore’ one or more
of the defining'characterfstics-proposcd,or chooses to define competency:
based education on a different basis. The implementation of school -

‘ programs, however, is a different matter: here it is I'ikely that most
implementation’efforts, at least in the beginning, will be approximate '

. programs. |t is unlikely that school districts will be able to implément
a full-fledged. competency based education progfam all’at one time, The
magnitude of change is stch.that most districts will require at best.a -
three~to five-year;meriodjto shift their programs to a competency based
mode of operation, and then it is likely that they will be operating in
a manner that is only a rough approximation to wHat is desired or what may
exist at a later point in time. - - ’ =

/1’ B ‘ ‘ -
It is important that this be understood, and not only as a.méiter

of’ resource availability. Equally inportant is the .matter,of time,

for the'pripciples and ‘practices of competency based education are.so at

odds with much of what goes on §n contemporary schools that Konsiderable

.time must be allowed for students and faculty to act habituglly )

.on the basis of CBE principles and practices. A clear understan ing of .

the time ‘required for shifting from a traditional to a competency based i

mode of operation should elicit a great deal of tolerance for sfhools thav .

* only approximate a fully operational CBE program, )

¥
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CHAPTER 3

' -

- ’ N -~ R
ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATION

A ’ ]

. The literature on competency basedfducation and teacher aducatioh
has not dealt extensively or systematically with the assumptions under-
lying the concept (Eisele and Halverson, 1975). Assumptions have been
spelled out in relation to particular practices within the competency
based movement; for example, the value of stating publically and clearly
the outcomes desired from instruction or the value of using a systems
approach’ to program design and adaptation--assumption$ underlying the
concept of CBE as a whole=~have not been articulated. This chapter
explicates assumptions underlying the proto-mode! of competency bhased
education that has been proposed, andslemonstrates the interdependence
of these assumptions when the proto-model is applied to ongoing ‘school,
programs, ‘ .o .

The treatment of assumptions generally parallels the'characterlstics .
of CBE listed on'pp. 18 to 22. Assumptions paralleling therdefining
characterisgics of CBE programs are treated under eight headings:

o CBE:as a means of clarifying and exiending'the
outcomes desired from education; .

e CBE as a f providing clear evidence of
the achiev of outcomes desired from education;

Al

e CBE *as a .means.of facilltating'the achievement
of outcomes desired from education;

S 2 . : -

° @s’°a means of personalizing the instruction-
léarning process; . ‘

CBE as a means of adding flexibility ;6 and extend-

ing the rahge of program options_for the instruction-
learning process; ! )
CBE as a means of improving and refining the .in-
struction-ltearning process, and making schooling ~
generally more cost effective; .ot

\

*

" CBE as a means of making schooling more consistent
with the demands of everyday Iiving; and

~CBE as a means of fostering: independence in 1&srn-
ing, and a commitment to the value of learning _
throughout one's Jife. = .

Fewer assumptions relate to the enabling characteristics 6f~CBE.
. These are addressed under five headings: : <

i

e CBE as a means of Increasing the-rétlonallty of
goal setting In education;
h g
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o CBE as a means of Involving parents and members ,
. . " of a_commuriity more directly in the process of .
"+ education; “ . .
., +-CBE as a data’ dependent, gecisibq oriented . . .
-_ - ) approach to the managev)n:nt_of _education;_

—_— - * o CBE as a dathd de'penderi,t, decision oriented
, - approach to the.governance of education; and

*\

‘e CBE programs as a means %f increasing the SRR
. ' benefits received from education per unit® .o / -

of cost imcurred. . . / )

A 3

) Assumptions pertaining to the uniq:ne features of CBE are dealt
with throughout. the chapter, as well as on pp. 22 and 23 of the previous
chapter. LA .-
[ - ¢ g- N .
4]0 help keep the implications of competency basecL%ducatibn n
perspective,the chapter énds with a 1isting of some things CBE does
not-assume. - . - . ' :

-Assumptions Related to.theiDeaning
Features of Competency Based Education

] . - )
., CBE As A Means of ‘Clarifying and Extending
" The Outcomes Desired From Education ) T

LN
< <
Perhaps more than amything else competency based education is .
» seen as a means of clarifying the outcomes desired from education, ex=~’ o
, tending those outcomes beydnd those typically pursued by schools, and
insisting upon clear evidence of t achievement of a particular set of
' . .outcane{.p.rior‘—to graduation, In Y:gy respects the precess of goal settinfy
in a competency based educ.at'iron program is much like that in traditional

programs in that=~ ~
. e The broad outcomes desired by a community of its o
schools are to be specified; .

e The s'rograms of/ instrugtion offered by schools
within a community, and the outcomes expected

. . ~from them are to be consistent with these broad

. - . Outcomes; -

e The courses offered by schools‘witgin a community,
and the outcomes expected from them, are to be -
'S . consistent with the broader outcoges; and

o ' - e All of the above are to be guided by an. analysis
- - of conditions affecting graduates of education
programs in the future, as well as an up-to-date

J ‘ , knowledge of what is known about human development
. . and learning, ‘
1 \ ] .
’ 4 ‘v O‘ .
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Such goal setting procedures are'only a beginnin : however, ]
Competency based education reqﬁfres additional steps.- These steps .

B make the identification of outcomes Within a CBE mode of operation \ ’ -
more demanding, and potentially much more powerful. They are-- L
- - & c, - .
e An insistence that a minimum set of outcomes desired ) Ct k
fr schoollng be stated in terms of the demonstrated . ’ e
abil tion effectively in a number of life )
roles in out-of-school settings (the set of outcomes
) desired from schooling that are called competencies); - @?’ ~
- and C -
. e An insistence that students demonstrate thls minimum ) L.

set of competencies as a basis for graduatlon, and
that the demonstration of competencjes by each student

. . be so\sertlfied

- A thlrd practice often accompanies the goal setting procass in CBE.
This involves |dentlfy|ng the indicators of outcome ach:eveme at the

- same time that outcomes are being defined. $Such a-procedure h Ips’
people clarify the rather general outcome statements they are wdarking .
¢ with, and it provides clear directionr as to-how each outcome is ‘o be *

measured. . ' ) K

When these featur‘g are added to the traditional goal settlng pro-
.cedures of education, some of the power of CBE becomes apparen They
) clarify the qafl settlng process by pointlng to what will be acuepted
as evidence o goal achievement; they press for-the outcomes of educa~
. tion 'to be thought of In tgrms of performance in out-of-school contexts
as well as within school contexts; they demand that schools go beyond
the point of rhetoric aB®ut achieving such outcomes;” and obtain evidence
on. the ability of students to apply their kndwledge and skills
- in life role, out-ofschool situations; and they require that schools’ )
- link graduation and certification to the ability of students to demon- .
strate the achievement of such outcomes. y taking this last step a .
district enters fully into the arena of ountability, for it thereby
acceptsthe obligation to offer instructional programs that will enable

students to attain the knowledge and skill reguired to function effect-
ively in.out-of-school settings, and to provide the assistance needed ‘
_ to_pfactice and integrate this knowledge and skill. . )
e CBE As A Means Of Providing Clear Evidence 0f The ) /
Achlevement 0f Oytcomes Desired From Education o ,

Competency based education requires as much clarlty of statement is

and evidence .regarding the knqyledge Skills, attitudes, beliefs and =
appreciations that society feels essential for, its citizenry as for

‘.g§\\ the competencies required for qraduation. While CBE does not dictate
Y \outcomes, it does require that 'the outcomes be clearly stated and that
- evidence oﬁ_gntcome achievement.be formally obtained. .

yz In some respects the demand of competency based education for evi-

nt oGtcome achievement is its most powerful feature. Such ihformatIOn .
permits students, for eéxample, to be clear about what they are trying to
achleve,‘it?qhables them to track the progress they are making; and it

L]
)
-

- . ~
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enables them to know when they have achieved their goals. It also N\
permits teachers, for example, to be clear about the outcomes both they - '
and the students are trying to achieve; it enables them to track the
progress that is Being made and to adapt their instruction accordingly;
and it enables’ them to know when desired outcomes are achieved so that
instruction heed not be carried-further. These advantages provide a
means for the instruction-leafning process to-become more focused .and
efficient than in traditional schools. : - :

Evidence of outcome achievement also has a number, of advantages - coT .
for school districts as a whole. It enables a district, for example, ] .
to be clear about the effectiveness of its various instructional programs., .
and °‘to share this informatioh with its patrons. 1t also provides a -
means of allocating resources .for the' improvement of weak programs, and - o
for mdrshalling community support for program. improvement on the basis -
of fact rather than argument and exhortation. It also provides the kind ot
of informationfabodt outcame'achievemenf that & district needs to put in
~ the hands of parents of children enrolled in a£:::;;ict. f

°

L

While the CBE requirement for.evidence of outcome achievement is'in :
some ways its most useful feature, it may also be its most troublesome. -
Standardized measures of achievement do not go far toward meeting the . ‘
needs of outcome assessment within a competency based program. They_do .
not assess performance in outsof-school settings; they do not atténd to = . .-
many of the skill and attitudinal outcomes that districts desire; and’
they are not ‘a good means for providing continuous feédback to student$
and teachers about performance in relation to specific outcomes. Inf )
addition, many parents and educators feel they provde inappropgiate'cvi-’ T
dence”of odtcome achievement, for they aré commonly bdsed on a norm . .
referenced approach to measurement rdther than a criterion-referenced o0
approdch. As a consequence of suchilimitations{?distfic;s or school . e }
personnel are forced to develop 'the tools to assess the vast'majority of:
outcomes desired from schooling,'and to do so .according to the principles
of criterion-referenced testing. ' -~ . ‘ e T s,

- 91 I £, p
»\. - * it .

For persons who are knowLedb%ablecédEerniﬁ% the principles of measurement,
and for teachers who know how much| time and energy go into the develop- ..
ment, administration and use-of teacher made tests, the magnitude’ of “such ‘
a task is apparent.. Not only is the technology of criterion-referenced” .
testing still primitive, and the number of . persons familidr with the .f
technology limited, thé resources rejuired to ‘develop and use the tech-
nology on a scale implied by CBE are‘sizeahle. Given existing® constraints R
on most school budgets, new resourceshére not likely to be found. Districts oy
_that assume 3 CBE mode of operation muit Ffind ways to channel existing ‘
resources to the assessment function. They must also find ways to make . -
do with relatively unsophisticated measures of oltcome achievement, for =~ -
the number.of ' such measures ‘to be developed rules against a high degree

L4

.}‘

of sophistication. - . . -
. % - . - 4
If funds withjn a"district are chnneled to ehe assessment function, -
a. related decision will have to be made: Should these resources be !
placed in the hands of’ teachers, who will then carry out the assess-
ment function in conjunction with instruction; or should they be placed
in-the hands of district assessment.personnel, who will then
\ . .

g | ~ .33 S 3 :
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work cooperatively with teachers. This will be a matter of distri
preference, though obviously the decision made in this regard has

~

.schools.

~

-

So there s a dilemma within CBE. - Or the one hand it offers

-

ct

mafbr‘imp[icatlons for staff.development and the ongoing eperation of .
AN

a ser’,

. of procedures for the design and operation of schools that stands td im-
prove the, quality and utility of schooling immensely, On the other hand it
4 requires knowledge, expertise, and resources that at best are barely 4
within the grasp ef today's schools, . oo e

iy -,
- -

Nowhere is thismore evident. than in tHe assessment of learning
outcomes. While nationwide testimg efforts such as Project Talent and
the National Assessment of Educational Outcomes are developing procedures
for assessing competence in relation to performance in 1{fe roles, mueh. . .
sti)] needs to be done before school districts of average size and yith - '
an average resource base wi'll be able to implement an assessment system -
appropriaté to competency based education. Clearly, the long term gains
antigipated from the *competency based education movement rest in part on
i * the technology of outcome assessment.’ L '

CBE As A Means Of Facilitating The Achievement Of ° P ( ’
Outcomes Desired From Education |- o ;o

It has been argued in the preceding pages that the careful and contin=
. uous assessing of the outcomes.desired from schooling contributes toward .
‘the achievement of those outcomes., CBE places an added demand on sch ’a
however, by way of outcome:acffievement. This is the requirement that, Th- +
+ structional programs be linked logically and djrectly to the outcomes desired
- #ﬂq&;choollng,‘apd that instructional programs be judjed successful oni§
whestudents are able td attain the “putcomes desired through- the operation ,
of those programs. T : - T v
. Operationally this means -that instructional programs, ®urses within ,°.j"
programs, and umits of ‘instruction within tourses mus be esthbFished on - -
the basis of outcomes to bé achieved rather than disci lines to~be taught
or course titles to be maintajned,

y . , e

. Such am approach to curricalum and instruction has” major 1pﬁdicat1oas
3 . +  for the structure and operation of sgho:!i; One these. .S the organiza-
tion of schools around courses. In a c tency based apprégch to_school~-
ing,students are tikely to engage in modules of instruction.designed to
promote particular learning outcomes, instead of enrolking In courses that
have the mastery of a particular body of subject matter as their ‘dpjective.
Whil& a number of modules could’be 1inked together in the form of a courde, .
8 course structure need not-be,méfnfainednqﬂéSs it is judged to be an - .’
. effective and efficient. unit of organization for curriculum development ~
and" instruction. x ‘ P <y
, ! \
ted a competency. based mode of opera-. )
. tlon is in the nature and range of learning exgeriences offered within
" and outside of the school sefting. This is particularly the case with!
respect to the -acquisition of comﬁetenc?;s‘deeded for gradulition, and\
the segt?ngé in which instruction for competency acqaisition takes place.

X ”»
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’Ah@fhér likely d}fferencg %p be observed in the instructional pro-
gram of schools that have impiemen




ere: in;truction is muéh more likely to take place in out-of-school set-
.tings, or in speéial, léboﬁtoriesﬂwithin schoel setting4% and persdns
other than school faculty are likely to be involved # both the instruc=.
‘tion and assesgment activities that pertain.to the acquisition.and demon-

stration’of. competence. o, S .
.- « - ‘

As in the case of assessment, the practical and financial implica- -

- tions of linking curric(im and instruction to des]red learning outcofes
are of major proportion While the techhologies.of mastefy learning and
modularized instruction are reasonably well established,- the task of
translating the. instructional program of ,a school .into such a ‘framework .
and concurrently moving faculty from a disc¢ipline orierbtation to an -’
oqt,c_gme'f'orien’tation to instru'ctif:equ} res prodlgious erfergy and up- - =
usuglly skillful leadership, . ’ ’

" CBE As A'Me¥ns Of Pérsonalizing Inggéqtion-téarning Proég. e
- * i ’ Y

N

A-éompete‘ncy based approach to-'éducat'i'on permits the personalization
of the'instruction-learning process in a . variety of ways, and it does so for®
‘both the students and- the teachers invplved. One way.in which this.is done
+ is through students being able to negotiate the outcomes' tp be .achieved .
through 'schooling othei than those required’ for graduatjon. If school dis-
".tricts adopt this point of view, and establish only-a minipwm 'set of out-
W comes as thpse required for graduation, students ‘should tge' able to negotiate
; @ sufficient number'of range of outcomes to tailor.their 'school prodram to
~-théir own interests and abilities. - o '

Another wéy in_whicH,CBE encourages the -personalization of the JLLANMEN
struction-learning process is: through dtudents'being able t'%nego‘tiate
the indicasers td be used as.evidence of outcome achievemen This is
.based on ‘the regognition  that evidence of outcome Nchievem&¥t an take -
a wide variety QRS. _ If school* disgricts adopt this point of view,
students and teac Mee to, negotiate indicators of- outcome o
< achievement for al} 6ytcome -, including possibly .those re jred for ’
graduation. . P R - ) :
et - ) - . b 4 “ ol
" ."_ -For example, one .stlident might choose te demonstrate,
read at a level required to' functjon in contemporary soci ty ta competence .
,to ‘be demonstrated ,for"gradua"tiongoby reading and interpret i'ﬂg. correctly .
the meaning of a serigs of newspaper .articles, legal -contragts, merchan-
*dise ldbels, recipes, of automotive repair manuals.” Another :student .
might chobse 5 demo trate, the same competence through reading and derfion=-
strating a grasp of th Meaning of passages from Shakespeare, artieles in
pépular scientific and chnological jourpals, existing laws and admin-
istrative ‘rulings governing adv‘brtising,w'itbin a f¥ate, and a manysl for
assembling a motor s’é.oOtera’ E{ther set of .ifdicat might be accegtahde
“ as evidence of being able-to redd at a level require to-fungyion effecs
tively in contemporary. society, and‘yet they are sut iciently different
in kind to.accommodate marked,] different interestg, and perhapd ,abil"itie’\
in the two students. e R o - . e
. .. . . - ) -
Comp_et}n!? based education also encourages ithte p‘_rsonaiiz:ati,on of
». the instruction-learning process through students' being able to neggtiate
T -the specific measures to.be used in obtaining evidence pf outcome achjeve- |

ment, and in turn the ‘level of performance to be ‘demonstrated on those
=nt, 8 LVt . ) v '
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measyrgs as$ evj,degce of satisfactory achievement. <These two averiues to
personalization follow directly from the indlcators of outcome -agifeve-
ment that have been identified. The specific measures to be y to ' .
ot;tgs evidence of the.abi®ity to read and unde;st?nd legal contracts,
for example, would be different from- the measures Used to obtain evidence
. of the ability to read and uhdefstand the meaning of articlés on durrent
. technological and scientific/developments, theugh the- general approach
' to measurement would: be si@itar.. As a consequence of these differences,
" the ‘level of performangg ‘to be demopstrated on these two measures as
evidence of an acceptjfe level of achievement will differ, . -
-, . . .

. ' . % & . -
‘Perhaps the most effec*e méans to the*hp,ersonalizatioq of learning.

(]
I .

"i's~the -personalization 'of ithe instguctional process. It is recommended '~

that this be done in a.variety of ways, ‘incluqin§:the rovision of-- -
c N 3 “~ , ¥ . Lo \ SN
» Alternative learning experiences for -t Hzaﬂ'- .
"tibe-'of each outcome desired; ‘., ) ‘ .
An opportunity for students to negotiate
_preferred Iearning,equrienceg,.given dif-
ferences ,in background slearhing styles, g
- and the#Phdieators to be relied upon as evi=-
denge of outcome achievements ¢ ‘ e
P LRI . ) s c 4 ®
-An opportunity t8-pursde a partigular l‘rea;rnf!ng
. “activity (and aghieve a particular learning out-
- come) -ag differing rates of speed and over dif-
. fering‘units, of eime;, S \
TN ?

L3
s

B ’ ~

L .
& An opportunity to cMbose’te the extent possible
the instructi®ngl apd a$sessment staff with

whoih to work in achieving a.particular outcome;

and - A S o .
An -opportunity to engage in as many different
. learning activites "as needed, dr to,work through
a pagticular-learning activity as many “imes as
. need@,@/achfeyvthe learning. oute desired.

- G
The~rationa§E underlying the assumption of the need to pers
% the instruction-learqlng procesgpwithin a competency b sed’apgr ach lo.‘ ,
;w_ ~education is-manyvsided. 'From thespoint of view of the mastery] leatring
model that is eentral to CBE,the avaflability ef alterpatiye | T :

e:fperlences' and the oppo_rtupity to have 3s much time as‘l needed to"achieve -

»

'-A‘n

.

an qutcome are essential. From theupoi'nt_of view of sttdents' {11ingness,

“to engage in learning-activities, an opportynity to negotiate a,large pro-
*portion .of” the outco&%?,'to be pursudd while in school, and an opportun?ty._
to negotiate the manner in which they are tojbe achieve » becpmes an -
impo,[tan,t congideration, From the point of view of ‘matdhing\instruc;_tl'On .
to individual differehces.in backgroundy abilities, and llearning styles,
the provision of a wide range Qf learning options, and a opportunity -
for students and instructors to@fgotiate the particullr| set of optiens
? seem to be most-apprepriaf@ for a particylar -studen ﬁworkl‘n,gagguard
a’particular outcome, become inenfly'senslbl\gh NN =

4
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Above all, there is the assumption that the,ogportunity‘fo;hgzni
dents o be actively involved: in identifying the outcomes to be worked

" toward in school’, actively involﬁéﬁﬁin idegtifying the learningtactivities
'to be pursued in achieving those: dutcomes, actively involved in identifying
the indicators and measures to be used as evjdence of, outcome achievement,
ang repeatedly held accountable for the achievement of outéomes as a basis

" for-prqgressing through school, "iI’s the best possible kind of learning ex- -
perience for becoming self-directqd adults who are committed to 14 fe=long
learning. s t I ) -

L 3 . -

- * ) ' : .
LBE As A Means Of Adding Flexibility To And Extendihg The Range Of

—

T . ?rggram Options Fgr the lnstructiqn-Learang_Process

o From what Eés been said in-the previous pages, schools adopting a
: -~ _ competendy Based mode of operation have Little option but tp provide a wide’
nt of each learning
outcome desired. The interdependence of the concepts -of stery learning and
individual differences In background, ability and learhi g styles make
*alternative learning experiences ‘Ir e3ch outcome a logital necessity. gJo
make such learning options function within’ the context of\a CBE program,
however, some means must be found by which such options cam\be fuily ex-
erciged. . Minimally, this iacludes a means by which students and instric-
tors can sift through the options available and arrive at the learning ac-
tivity that appears to :be most appropriaté*for a'particular student working
toward a particular learning outcome; a‘means by which a learning experience
can be tried, and cycled through a second tige if the desired outcome is
not achieved; a flexible treatmentdof time in relation to outcome- mastery
j! of, alternative learning experiences on

- and demonstratlon; and the offeri ‘
a schedule that permits reasohably free and repeated access to them by studengs. -

. To the edtent that :a school's curriculum.possesses these character- '
‘istics at the time a CBE mode of operation #s adopted, their impact on

‘schools will be minimal. For schools whose curriculum does, not reflect

these' charicteristics, or for schoolgfwhose curriculum does reflect these
characteristics but who decide to extend or redefine the outepmes desired from
schooling, thief impact will be tonsiderable. . & .

CBE As A Means Of Improving And Refining Thé Instructioh=Leafnin
. Procéss, And Making Schooling Generali?-ﬂore Cost Effective
g The concept of qompeteqﬁy based education has emergeJ as much from the
- principles’ associated with a systems approach to education as with any educa-
ionalmovement, and.'therefore bolds as central "thé principles of feedback _
"and continuous adaptation and correctiop.- Operationally this means that a
gompetency based mode of schooling always. approaches’ a particular Instruc-
tional program as an approximation to the best possible program, and as such
it is to be improved. It also means, operationally, that to improve an .
instructhonal program, evidence pust be obtained ofg{ts effectiveness with a
large number of students, and what in thguprogram sedns to work and not work.
7,K}?;~Finally, it means that some provision must be made wilthin a school or dis--
v ?dafrict to review -this evidencg'of program effectivenesk, determine what aspects
ié”iof the program need to beimproved, carry out the imgrovement process, apnd
¥ resubmit the improveg programs to the entire testin , evaluation and- improve-
\ s ’

ment tycle. ‘ L. .
. ‘ - . .
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.The,or'eticallyi this approach to curriculum impYovement is continuous.
« Practically, it cannot operate in all curriculum areas.sihlult,gneously,
and a point is reached 'eVen'tually at which ;}rther improvement of a pro-’ *
gram is unwarranted so long as the outcomes to.be achieved are maintained,

N a

. To act in"3 manner that s in keeping with this orieﬁ{ation to’[
cufriculum improvement, districts need to identify a set of curricular
areas in which to carry out such evaluative-adaptive studies, implement
the studies and make the changes needed, and then. move on to pew areas .
of study. The number of curricular areas to be addressed in a particutar
year, and th¢ number of times a par;:icular area will be reviewed before the
Instructional program withip it is judged to be acceptable, will depepd
on an interplay of the resolrces a diétrict.as to give to such activi’ties
and the relative effectiveness of instruction within a particular program
area, Programs that consistently fail to yield the learning -outcomes
desired obviousiy must be improved (or the outcomes. desired mod#fied))
yet there is a limit to the resoyrces ‘that a district can give to such -,
improvement activities within a parti;:}.llgr‘ period of time. ST -

. . s ® N L} *

The concepts of geﬁeral §ystgnis theory Bpplygto atl \afpects of
schooling, not just to instruction. Program management -and governance®
procedures, accounting practices, s“taff'assignment';nd development .pro-
cedure§, support services such as counseling, bussing, and healgh ser-
vices, and relationships with parents and other pemBers of the community
are as“subject to evaluation and improvement'activities as: instruction.
In like fashion,districts are as obligated to. design, and carry out such
activities as carefully and asfconsistent\lﬁa~ they d¢ owith respect to *
instruction. A systems theory view holds. hat, all éspe?;s‘ of schboMng
are interdepefdent; that the systém as ‘a WQS]Q is*only as.gedd™as its
weakest part; and that all aspects must thérefore be subjected contin= . ~
ually to evaduation and improvement. . Much’ of - the power of a CBE appgpach
to education rests on an honest copmitment” td these principles, ,angAf0o She )
development of procedures and "al location of resources -t -carry\ghem throygh. -
Fortunately, development within' the/past decade of the\;thodology of prg-.
gram evaluation has provided ‘many 6f thé  toois to ipplement these ide

&

CBE As A Means OF Maklng Schooling Mare: Consistent - o
With The Demands Of. Everyday me . . . P . -
oo '

. o~

. -
.

. ) R

Many forces operate today pake the joutcomes of schooling more clearly
related to the demands of everyday 1iving.” qhis, of course, is not ney
to the arena of public ducation,’ but the pressore for career education, *
the growing concern®abfut the Xnability of high school graduates to read
and write ag a level that permiPs~them to function effectively in college,
and the recent evidence that as many as 25 percent of the adult popula-
tion in the United States do not have the basjc skfl{; to functjon effectiveiy
in day-to-day 1iving (the matter -of functionai literacy),Js br ing un-
paralleied pressure onvschools to attend to basic skill de@elopment. This
pressure, coupled wigge a growing scarcity of resources for public educatbon
and an increased concen with the returns on doliars invested i: education,

is forcing schools to reexamine the purpose s of public eﬁcat and to
Feach some conclusions regarding how these pyrposes -can ‘ffst be Met. -
. . : T . ’ =
e \' R - . 3 . 35
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. #The unique features of CBE, however, are tied directly to Ykese
Pressures and trends, for they have been designed consciously to\}yrce
schools to both think seriously and act responsibly*toward helping young

people function effectively in the broader’ soclal systems.

\

CBE As A Means Of Fostering Independence In Learning, And
. A Commitmentf To The Value OF Learning Throughout One's Life
- ' f [ 20

: Some of jhe major benefitd.-that may emerge from a competency based
approach to education--an8d some would argue the most impogtant benefd ts”
of all--are indirect. " These are the benefits of learning how to learn; -
learning how to define.what is im ant to be Jearned; and experiencing
the lastlng satisfaction that. ¢ Ith having learned something that
is’ deenled igportant. T }

. S

) . It is assumed that a gntinuing opportunity.to help define and nego-
tlate what is to be 1earné§ a continuing opportunity to defime and tiate
the learning activities to be pursued, and a continuing opportunity fo ~
identify angh assess performancg‘in relation-to.what is to be learngd will
proyide wefT established habits of tearning. Participation in suc

.an approach to schooling, and the achievement that’ goes with it, should
enhance’satisfaction with schooling and maximize one's commi tment *to

learning throughout tife. . \ :
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\7 " Assymptions Related To The Enab ing ?eatures s v

of Competgncy Based -€ducation
CBE As ;?Heané Of Increasing ThelRationalityfof‘ A 5\_,
‘Goal Setting In Educatiom =~ . ’ .

»

-
Central to the implementation of any CBE'program are the outcomes to
‘be achieved -through schooling. A competency based program starts with ‘the
outcomes to be achieved, and ends with evidence of how well they have been
achieved., It takes’qs a first principle of operation the assumption that the
outcomes specified are appropriate and meaningful, outcomes, and that students
achieving'qhese.outcomes will be well equipped toqunction in contemporary
society. To' the extent that this principle’is violJated, or [n any way di~
minished in its effectiveness, the power of competency based ‘education to
make a“differencg in thg/education of children and-youth is also diqintshedf

One way to increase_the likelihood that the outcomes desired of schooling

.are appropriate and meaningFul is to insist they be established only after
& careful analysis of the nat@*e of the society that graduates of educational
programs will be entering, resent and anticipated, and an equally
careful analysis of human dev opment and learning. By considering this
information ¥n conjun ction with) ghe knowledge accumuiated for the disci-
plines, the app(g?riateness arid meaningfulness of goals established for a
‘school system should be enhanced considerably..
CBE As A Means'Of Involving Parents And Members Of A Commun i ty

More Directly .In The Process 8f Education .

CBE makes two assumptions about the involvement of parents and mémbers
of a community in the ‘educative process. The first is that it is desirable
to have the patrons of a school be involved in policy decisions that affect
the design and operation of school programs. This rests on two further argu-
ments: (aJ - that involving people in planning and policy decisions leads to a
feeling of ownership toward .the programs that result, and :this in turn to.a
heightened commitment to them, and (b) that commitment to the purposes and pro-
grams of a school by its patrons will enhance thesdskelihood of those programs
being successful. ‘ - N .

"~ The second assumption has to do with the likelihood of parents and
members of a community becoming more involved in. the educatidnal Brocess
within competency based schools than they have in the past. This comes *
from the greater opportunity within CBE programs to become involved in )
decisiong affecting school programs, and. from the likelihood that the
adults of the community will of necessity become involved in IAstruction ,
and assessment in relation to the attalmment of competencies needed for ° .
graduation. This follows from the requirement in competency based programs
that a minimum set of' competencies to be demonstrated for, purposes of grad-
wation will reflect performance in real life settings, and that much of

. the instruction and assessmeént to be dom8 in relation to the acquisition
and demonstration of such competencies will be carried out by persons in

a community other than certificated school personnel.
. ' : R .

CBE %as a Data Dependent, Decision Oriented Approach to the Manadement
of Education... Much has already been sald about the advantages of adopting \\X/

- .a general systems orientation to the design and operation of education
7 programs. The'application of such principlgs, once a policy decision has
.been made to do so, is.fundamen&ally a management or administrative respon-
sibility. General systems principles apply to more than the svaluatidn and
u" ' ) ’ ¢ ‘o ,1
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- -adaptation of instructional programs. Within the context of competency

- to bussing. : : .

L 4
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based programs they apply*equally to the processes used in identifying

and evaluating the outcoMes desired frcm'instruction, the processes ard -
decision rules by which resources are allocated to programs, and the
processes and decision rules governing all other ‘aspects of the educational
enterprise; for example, staff development and placement, student personnel
services, student health services, and prgptices and procedures pertaining

v . ) -
Systems design procedures are'a means of clarifying what it is that
is to be done -or -accomplished, effectively it has been done, and if

. what has been accomplisHe ig atisfactory, what might be done to .

improve it. _This process is applicable to all aspects of the eflucational ~
‘enterprise, and the press. of competehcy bdsed education is to have them
applied systematically, as resources permit, to all aspects of tha
enterprise. d

One consequenge of such an approach to managing the educational process
is the emphasis ifﬁilaces on decisions being both public and data dependent.
This causes the whole. decision makihg process to become more conscious and
carefully planned, and more openly shared. It requires, for example, a
clear statement as to who is to be a part of a particular decision, what
structures and procedures are to be used in reaching a particular decision,

-and what data need to be reviewed in the course of reaching that decision.

This in turn forces clarity regarding when and in what form data need to
be prefented to be useful in decisionmaking, The implications of public
and data dependent decision making for the aperation of CBE pragrams have

beem™dealt with by Schalock (1974), i , v
CBE.As A Data Dependent; ‘Decision Oriented Approach To .
The Governing of Education ' -
In one respect this assumption is simply an extension\éf the'pre- L
vious assumption, for it is one critical_aspect of making a‘systems design
approach to progggm adminjstration work. ublic and-data dependent

approach to decision making within a competency based program extends to ~— —
policy as ‘well as to'day-to-day operational decisions. In fact, such an
approach may be .more important at the poficy_level than at the operatjons +
level. - Unless such clarity is-established for policy decisions affecting

-a competency based program, particularly in its beginning stages, th& pro-

.and programs have made no assumpt

gram may be seen as inconsistent wi;h its commitments,

E
CBE Programs As A Means Of Increasing The Benefits Received ’
From Education Per Unit OF Cost Incurred , n

«  One importhnt aspeci: of the gohcept of schoel accountability is the
idea that schools shoulH'make.a reasonable.effort to show benefits recelved

ongebout CBE costing less than ttadi~
tional programs, they have assumeddthat in the long run CBE programs will
provide greater benefits per unit of. cost than traditional programs, - .
Methodologies for ‘conducting cost-benefit analyses are beirig developed .

fer costs incurred. While develoi::s of competency based education models

within the tontext of CBE programs.- They should facilitate comparison [N
he cost-benefit relationships between CBE programs and traditional .
ams. e , “ o . |
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Some Things Competenéy Based Educati&ﬁ Does Not Assume

To maintain a bglanii? perépective on CBE at least six limitationsh
must beAconfronted:

1. The cost of sghooling will not ‘decrease.

ET The’process of schOoiJng.yﬁ#l not be simplified.

3. The Qo;k &emanded df stud’hks will not be less.
‘ . - * ‘ .
?lL Differences betwden students will not be diminished.

5. Studépts'who graduate from a competency!ﬁased'pr?gram
“ will' not be equally competent. ‘
.\‘ ‘ g
6. Students who graduate from a CBE program will not be
assured of success in lasfr life, -,
v

Each of these topics is treated briefly in the pages that follow. The
analysis -of ‘costs and benefits associated with the competency based teacher
education program at Oregon College of ‘Ed¥cation provides additional -detall:
(Schatock, Kersh and Garrisan,. 1976) Within the arena of teacher edycation. ,
CBE is not based on the assumption that the costs.of Schoblin will -

dcrease, In all likelihood a fully operationat competency baged pro-

gram will be more costly than traditional programs. The.trade-off is that
both the short and long term benefits. gained .per unit of cost are likely to
be greater for competency based programs than for traditional programs .

The results of the. costs-benefits analysis at Oregon College of Education,
though limited to an analysis of .short term benefits, supports this* con-
, clusion. ? ) >
., While tRe ratio of benef}ts to costs may favor a competency based
approach to education; particularly over the long term,» the immediate
question is: How much will it cost beyond what education now costs?

Solid evidence regarding costs comes from the a:spa’bf\competency based,
teacher education. OCE found that it costg the~ollede only $62 per year
per student more to operate the professionzT\sear of ‘its competency based
elementary teacher education program than it Qdid its earlier program, and
this program reflects all of the defining and enabling characteristics of
CBE proposed in the present mono§raph. A.hidden cost associated with the
progr# is‘an estimated $510 per student per year cost that is borne by
cooperating schools for the added supervision and assessment called for by
the new program.(Schoo! supervigors spend an average of four and, a half
hours per week supervising students in she new program, compared to an..
average of two and a half hours per week in the previous prograr.) But

this added cost to schools appedars to be offset by the added benefits that .
come throigh teacher participation in the program, and through the
contributions that better prepared stydents make to school p:ograms. :

To operate such a-program , OCE has had to shift resources

formerly allocated to ¢lassroom instruction and assessment (for
purposes of knowledge‘and skill mastery) to sypervision and assessment in

. . . P )




field settings (for purposés of competency écquisitisn and Mdemonstration).
This same kind of stht will- prdbably need to occur in competency based
education programs, but this has simply reflected a reorganization of
‘priorities in terms of kinds of outcomes to be,adﬁigyed,and thus is ‘regarded
as 3 benefit rather than a liability. ’ :
P L4 » v .
Another encouraging finding about-Sost from the OCE study is the ’-
relatively small amount of extra money required for program de&elopment.Develop-‘
ment costs amounted to only 10 percent of their original estimate, a figure
that is essentially unheard of in days of spiraling'prices and cost overruns, -
These figures reflect in part a 'make do' philosophy on the part of the
OCE faculty amd administration, but in large part they reflect the phrlo-
sophic commitment of the faculty and administration to design and implement
a competency hased program that can be operated within the resources currently
. available to the in§titution.‘ . .
AN .
CBE is not bssed on thHe assumption that the rocess of schoeling will
be simplified. A competency based approash to education in no way simplifies
the educatioral progess. It brings order, direcgion and clarity of Puepgse
to education, but it does not bring simpljcity. ‘!ﬂkfaét, all of the following
process of CBE add complexity. The process of clarifying outcomes and indi-
cators acceptable as evidence of outcome achlevement;obtaining trustworthy
evidence of outcome achievement; designing instructional programs that pro-
. Vide alternative learning experiences for:the realizatign of outcomes;
using .evidence of outcome achievement as a basis for program placement and
certification decisions; persornalizing the instructioh-learning-eyaluation
process; evaluating program effectiveness on the basis of learning outcomes;
adapting programs until they promote the learning outcomes desired; allocating
resources on the basis of outcomes desired; and operating programs t -
prepare staff to f'inction withih a competency based approach| to schooP¥fng.
* |

- .
But the added complexity is not impossible to deal withr In almost
all respects competenty based education simply represents anfevpboratipn or
refinement of what teachers.and administrators already do, or would like to
do if ""the system' were only abit different. Competency based education
represents good pedagogy, and,teachers and administrators grasp quickly.
the principles involved. What takes time and energy, and in some cases
knowledge and technology that does not yet exist, is the implementation of
the principles of CBE within the context of ongoing school programs. The
mechanics of assessment, data management, and the p rsonaliiation of in-
struction represent major developmental efforts for t schools, and a
major reorientation to the instruction-learning process for most teachers.
The interaction of the various characteristics that. make uprTd’ competency
based program add even more to their complexity. The experience with
competency based teacher gducation, however, indicates that with timé,
faculty and administrators learn to .function within the context of competency
based programs as easily and naturally a¥ they function within present
day program¥® ' .-

‘

CBE is not based on the assumption that'work demanded of studengi
will be less. CBE makes no assumption about the amount pf work required
-of students in a competency based.program. What it does assume is a

, different kind of work. Stuﬁents will be clearqf about the outcomes to bé’
« Achieved; many of these outcomes will be of their dwn choosing; instrucgioq

) -
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‘will-be linked more directly to specified learning outcomes; a wrder yar[e’L )
of learning activities will be pursued in achieving particular outéomes;;mgzy
outcomes will be linked more directly to out-of-school circumstances; a - }
portion of instructian will take place’ in contexts: outside of* school{ and |
students ‘will kneWw clearly whether and when desired outcomes have been____ !
achieved, In this sense learning wid1 become more goal directed and ‘ 1
varied than it often is in school today, and students will assume .
‘more initiative in defining both what the outcomes of schooling shall be
and what learning e(periences will be pursyed-in achieving them. Whether
more or less work will be igvolved will depend on the nature and number _of
the outcomes to be achieved,\thé level of performance expected in relation
td these outcomes, and the npber and kind of outcomes purmmed that are
nt required for graduation. ’

’
¢

CBE is not based on the assumption that differences between students
will be diminicshed. Competency - cation carries no threat of reducing
differences between peeple. » s CBE is now conceived, it 'shogld
heighten-differences between indtviduals. A gr!htgr clarification of the
outcomes desired of schooling, an opportunity for students to select from
among these outcomes those that are most appropriate to their own interests
and abilities, and some assurance that outcomes pursued will in fact be )
achicved, are all features of competency based education that are designed
to encourage and extend differences between individuals., -The added gommitment
6f CBE to adapting learning activteiel to individual differences in background,
ability, and learning style, ‘and to allow differing amounts of time for
individuals to achieve particular outcomes, js also designed to both
heigﬁten the awareness of individual differences and to respond to
them, -
L 4

i

CBE is not based on the assumption that 'Students who graduate f rom
such a_program will be equally competent. On the basiE:3§ what has just
been said about individual differences this non-assumption of CBE is pro-
bably obvious. At the same time, however, many people on first encou ring
the concept of competency Gssed education assume that one of itsczg;lgzé
premises is te assure that all students going through a competency”based
program will be "equally competent' to function in out-of-school contexts.

This is simpf?‘ﬁB;;&hQ\Eggg; Lompetency based ‘education assures the
achievement of a minimum el of competence on the part &f those graduating,
but not equal competence. In this respect competency based education ensures
oqu he achievement of the foundation of education that a community deems
desirable. In every other respect CBE Is designed to sharpen individual
differences, and enhance each child's achTevement:.in relation to his or her
potential.*
. : - .

Such a view of the purposes, of competency based education is in part
philosophic, and in part a simple recognition of the reality of differences.
An approgflh to education that is not committed to facilitating the optimal |
growth and development of each child while at the same time assuring a
minimum floor f competence for all ‘children, and fac litating both in full
recognition of the individual differences involved, wouTd be untenable, On the
other hand, an approach to education that assumes that schools can overcome
individual differences in learning ability and background tp the point that
all children can be equal]y competent would be nalive.

. ' A host of factors contributesto competence besides schooling;. "o
for example,'abili!y, experiences in the home, energy,iand the psychologicatl- - -
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hedlth and hakeup that.permits learning to be pursued. And of these
various factprs that lead to competence, schooling may be the least
influential, . P
. J\ " ‘

No ma!ker what the approach to schooling, the reality of individual
differences dictates ‘thgt most students who graduate will reflect minimal .
competence in.some areas and unusual competence in.others, Some students, -
of course, may ‘be unusually competent in all areas, and others bardly
competent in any; but differences of this magnitude are rarely attributable °
to schooling. At best, CBE can ensure a minimum level of competence -for
dealing with selegted life roles, and-more should not be expected of it.

CBE is not based on the assumption that Students who graduate from
Such a program will be assured of success in later Tife. %he retent work

of Jencks (1972) and others has demonstrated the tenuous linkage between
schoolihg and success in life even more sharply than was suspected in the
past. Success in life is a function of a multitude of circuqﬁtances, and
depends only in part on specific competencies, Moreover, success is deter-
mined,by performance in a number of life roles where various competencies .
come to bear. — ‘ .

While schooling cannot ensure success in life, it can enhance each
pupil's chances for success by reliably and efficiently promcting essential
competencies. Schooling can make a difference (Smith and Orlosky, 1975),
and competency Based education represents an approach to schooling that
offers the promiseﬁoﬁwilarifyfng and erlarging that difference.
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PART 11

-

A FRAMEWORK FOR IDENTIFYING

PROGRAM OPTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES -
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Part Il outlines a i‘%mework for organizing the information needed.

to. make decisions about the content of a CBE program and the procedures
to be followed |n~|mplement|ng such a program.

The framework callé for
four kinds of vnformatlon to be provided in support of such decisions:;

w!

(a) exafiples of content options available to schools; (b)aexamples of
who mught be involved in making decssiods about content and—procedures'
s

(c) examples of who should be governed by such decisions; and (d} examples

framework |dent|fses

The
ﬁhelps organizeﬂ:hese four kinds of informatlon
in relation to each o

~ap, -
e |dent¥fy|ng aﬁd .enabling characterlstmcs of
p 4
CBE programsrllsted in Chaptersds of Part 1 a's elements of the proto-model
of CBE.

of procedures that could be followed in reaohlng such decistons.

’ <
After describing the rationale for the decision making framework

'

and illustrating how it is to be used, an illustrative set of options
for decisions is provided - .

The usefulpess of the frameqork in identifying alternative models
of €BE is also discussed

u&(.
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o andfcateg in C:—.ap;er.z, the defining and enablina chéra\:teris-

tics of E‘competency based approach to instruction that have bedn pro=-
posed make rfo reference to content. Other than indicating that apro-
portion.of the outcoges to be pursued by students' in schools are to re- :
flect the ability t&unction effectively in out-of-school contexts, and °
that some of these in turn are to be demonstrated in ordér to graduate,
the characteristics say nothing about what these “oukcomes are to be, - -
what form indicators of outcome achievement are to take, or what.he
standards of performance are to be. Nor do they speak to the practices -
and procedures to be followed in translating content into operational .
programs. The defining characteristics of CBE say nqghing, for example,
about how {nstruction is to be carried out, how and when evaluation is AW
to take place, or how these activities are_to b.e personalized. ’

In short, the proto“model of competency based education that has
been proposed is for all intents and purposes a process ngeI, leaving®
decisions about the contepﬁf education and the procedures by which the
various processes are to be ilplemented strictly in the hands of imple-
menting schools. e 2

Decisions about hoth content and procedure,’ of coﬁ’se', have major
imglications.far what happens in schools. They also have major implica-
tions for the cost of scl}qoling, and for the difference schools are likely
to maRe. Because of the far-reaching implications of such decisions, a P
framework has been developed to'assist communities who wish to implement . -
a competency based- approach to schooling In making content and procedural
decisions that are consistent with such an approach. :

" " The framework identifies and helps organize the information needed
to make décisions about contént and procedure in relatiom. to each of the
«processes identified in the proto-model of CBE. The framework call$ for
four kinds of information to be provided before making such decisions:
(a) examptes of content and procedural options ‘available to schoals;
(b) examples of who might be involved in making decisions about content

.. and procedures; (c) examples of who should be governed hy such decisidns;

and (d) examples of procedures that could be folldwed in reaching guch
_decisions. The framework takes the form illustrated in igure 4,
- e ¢

o - Optiens To Be Considered -

OPTIGNS AS TO . OPTIONS AS YO .. OPTIONS. AS 70

OPTIONS . WHO~S TO WHO IS TO,BE  ~ PROCEDURES 10 BE -~ °
ET AS TO -* PARTICIPATE IN GOVERNED BY ,FOLLOWED IN REACHHNG

Model. Characteristic | CONTENT CONTENT DECISIONS CONTENT DECISIONS ~ CONTENT DECISIONS

" €.g., OUTCOMES TO BE ° : R ‘ a0
ACHIEVED : ; ' . ,

-

o .

Figure 4. A framework for identifying Alternative CBE Programs, .
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AR ’ " For purposes of the present manograph, exa / i

révided
. This

and at thep

tFpo mples will se
only for 'the.cgment dinerrsion of the decigion making process

"vL o+ Wit serve to Tldustrate how the framework is to. be applied
. . same time provide some guidance ‘for program planners who arp in' the
oo .Process® ofymakifig stch decisigns. This may<alsobe as far'/as the frame-
. - , ‘work can be applied in the abstracty for decisions about procedure ‘tend
St © - Yo interact pdwer:fullywitl’t deci'sions about content.» This inter- )
. , &ctionﬁ, mean that applyimg the framework, to precedural deci- '

sions wkll-have to wait untid content decisions have beed made. |f this
. is found e0 be true,it will also mean'

. will have to de?elop' its own set’
gbout content fave beén reached. ymption is.stil} ¥o be fésted,'
. however, and if. it is fourd that: th iework can be/applied : pera-
‘ - 'a .tipn?(l procedures i; the abgtract, subsgquent drafts of the mon raph
/

cedural options After decisions

: p wil] “reflect such pplication.
[ LR . \
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- '- 4 -
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e By helping districts make appropffape‘dec&ns ‘about the content
“#and. operation of their competepcy based programs; the framework for s
o /. - identifyihg pfogram optiopgs is designed to assist in‘the identtfication -
) of alternative mddels of CBE. By analyzing the range of options avallable
“~ 4: . to scheols whep“Implementing the various.definin
b L. of the proto-model, it:should be
: that identify functiona'l,lw

possible to idéﬂ't.i;fy’yatterns of options
quite different approaches to competency

L * .'based programs. Three such patterns Have been .identified, along with .
| % .+ \Ja set of primary and gecondary variations within patterns -(see Part t11):
Lo . Thgse féw patte‘rns:'by no means exhaust the range of meaningfal patterns

- that can. b& identjfied within the:

implementation options ®vaildble. Nor

can Yentified. They do:'illustrate’, however, th
patlerns cdN take,-and as such riprasent a first approgimation to_some
alterpative models” of CBE from which implementing:districts might take , -

P ,?ufdg Ce. -~ o ' . ' :

¢ farm which su.ch

4 - »
-

- r P N 1 ;[ . N * ’ !
N - Ki . , ) . . e i
: ° . L * : ) ; ° N ’ .
o« - . * - Decisions About The Outcomes O0f - -
- - ‘;!_ . — " 4

’ .
’ S, . ZSchooling To Be .Aghieved “ " I
- ' hd * ‘? I' - D ' - -

[

.o " "One of the.early tasks to hergttended' to in implementing a compe-

schdol ing,'end\’§6 make them~pgbl_ic 'to all concerned. ‘Within the context
of the model 6f CBE that has been proposed this needs to be done in lighg,'_
; " of (a) an ‘analysis of the-sogRal context in which graduates of a school .

s will entewy bath -present and icipated; and (b) .what is known aboyt
human degelopment and learning®

, -

As with all other aspects of a (BE pro- . _
- . .. gram ,ﬁ'ae matter of ‘outcome ‘identificagion, as weld as the analysis of '
vt what is knpwn about de\{elopit{ent_and. ldarning, .is a n'tinualmprbcess'. ..
j + The.outcdfes sélécted 3s a point of departure i‘r‘m/rgoz a program”need'ta -

-be i'fviewed periodi Fhly'ito be suré they; contifue to be 'cppro'briate,
* . and if. not. changed: Thg Wgcision .optimqs prolided: in Table | should,b¥-
o . it

helpful in_initiating tHisseview..® .. .. .
* N » c | 4 ) : : h x

at each implementing distrjct . .,

9;and .gnabling, characteristics

o o there any asSurance phat these are 'in fact the most meaningful -patterns
.y '

‘ tency based approach toeducation is to identify the: outcqmes desired from -

)
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v District Leve)
’ Outcomeg

Bqumg or

» Program Lewe)
‘(o, Oul’&mes

J

4

L .~
-b\ )
’ -
-
LI

/

i A d

@

How broad are they ‘to be? ¢

What of human activity
are they seflect}
dre outcones at the district

level t@be measured? if so
is a particular level of
achievement in relatlon to
these outcomes to be reqyired
for graduation?

If district level outcomes are
not to he assessed, are they
to be inferred from program
level oitcomes? , (

How broad are tbe'y to.be? @

what' domains of .human actlvlty’

are they to reflect?
Are outcomes at the building or
program leve\l to be measured?

If so Is a particular Jevel of

achievement In relation to
t outcomes to be required

| fdl\ graduat ion?
_How

ré bullding or program

level outcomes to be related:
to district level outcokes? .
If program

bg inferred from*the achieve-
ment of course

[}

ievel outcomes are °*
' 7Ot to be assessed, are they:to

level outcomes?

Students who are invited or
’

volunteer?
Parents who are invited or
volunteer?

are invited or volunteer?

Fpcuity members and schooi
@ administrators on a voluntary

Members of the community, who

.

basis? On a mahdatdry basis?
The locat teach®r association?

Some combinat ion of these?

'

Students who are lnvlted or

volunteer? N
Parents who are lnvlted or
volunteer?

Members of the comunity who

are invited of volunteer?
Faculty members and school

(S

sdministrators on a valuntary
basis7 On a mandatory basis?
The lacal teacher assoclnlou‘l.

Some coublnatlon of these?

‘.

1

4

. AN

.

ALW schools in the -
district? Only some
schools?

Al) students in the
district? Onjy some
“students?

The local teacher

4 association?
Some comb inat {on of
\these‘l

/

Al) buildings within a

. district that offer a

_ particular progra: of
instructjon? .

structors who

. are responsible for
implamenting & parti-

o cular program of in-
structiga in each
building

Students who enter re-
quired courses that
fall within a parti-
calar program?
Students who enter
courses within a

gram on an electlvat

basis?
The “local teachgr asso-
cliatiop? e

Some combination of
these?

. ¢
' , ) . B e . » o : ) ’
) %, 0 Table |. Optlons To De Consldered Lo Reachlng l)eclslous About Outcoues,qo Be Ad,lgveg . 4
. v v 123 . s ’
- 5o .. i -
. N 0ptlons To Be Considered . -8 .
. OPTIONS S TTONS RS TO WD " OPTIONS AS 70 WHO OPTIONS AS 7D PROCEDURES
. Hodel AS T0 1S TO PARTICIPATE N IS TO BE GOVERNED BY - TO BE FOLLOWED IN REACHING
Characteristic OUTCOMES OUTCOME DECISIONS OUTCOME DECISIONS N % OUTCOME. OEC QSIWS :

Recommendat ions by facuvity,, reviewed and
refined by students and members of the
community?

Recommendations from parent and cnnnunity
study groups, revlewed' and refined by
faculty and students?

Other procedures that are more aﬁpropriatq
given a decision as to who is to partici-
pate™in content decisions? #
The relationship that is to exist between
outcomes recommended, the analysis of
soclial contexts and the analysis of what
is known about human development and

» learning?

Recommendat fons by - faculty. revlewed and

refined by students atd members of the
community? o

lecoinendatlons from parent and comdnity

study groups, reviewed and reflned by

faculty and studentsY

Other procedures that are more approprlatq

given » ision_as to who is to partici-

pate in cogptent Jeclslons‘l

The relationship that Is to exist between

outcomes recommended, the analysis of

social contexts and the analysis of whate

* Is known abou; haman developnent and -

learning?

Should progfam level ouu‘.oues be identi-
only after district level &utcous
been Identifled?

program fevel outcomes be used as

a basls for identifying district level

outcomes? Competencies mulred for

gr.dunlon‘l ‘ .
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< Table | (Cont'd.) - tions To-8a Considered s
OPTTONS OPTIONS AS Tb%_ . OPTIONS AS YO Wio OPTIONS AS TO PROCEDURES .
aHodel . AS TO . IS TO PARTICIPATE IN ' IS TO BE GOVERNED BY ~ TO BE FOLLOWED % REACHING
Characteristic OUTCOMES *_OUTCOME DECISTONS OUTCOME DECISIONS — OUTCOME DECISIONS

' Class Or Cmui'sé
Level Qutcomes

*J
-
.
-
LI ]
- " Individual
+ Student
Outcomes
.
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FoN
~
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How broad are they to be?

What domains of human activity
‘are they to reflect?”

Are outcomes at the class or - .
course level to_be measured?

L if so is a ce n ievel of *

achivement in re on to

} these ocutcomes.to be required
for graduation? .

How are class or course jevel
outcomes to be rélated to pro-,
gram jevel outcomes? .

if course level outcomes are
not to be assessed, are they
to be infarred from the
aghigvement of Individual
students in & course?

Can course levél omes be .
truted synon Yy with
coapeuncles" to he demon-
strated for purposes of

- graduation? (or the reverse. -
can competencies required for

Q

through the achievement of .
course level outcomes?) K

is each student to meet afl
“required outcomes"?

How fong may & student take to
compiete required outcomes?
Are there iimits to the number
and kind of “elective” out-

Are required and elective out-
comes to be found only-in the
context of courses?

if requl;cd/or elective outcomes
are to be pursued outside of
courses what gre the nature of
these outtomes?

graduation be demonstrated o

comes that » student may pursue?”

.

Students who are invited or -
volunteer?
Parents who are invited or
volunteer?
Hembers of the commuaity who *
are iavited or volunteer? ~ b—
Facuity members and school
administrators on » volunu/ry
- basis? On a» ory basis?
" The facuity responsible for
wtlculu’ program of igstruc-
tlon! y
The individual faculty membel
or team of faculty members
respons ible for a course?

. The local teacher association?

Some combination of these?

Thc student ?

The sgudent's llvlsor
structor?

The_student and his advisor or
instructor Lhrough negotiation?

Sols combination of the sbove '
in conjunction with th-'stu-
dent's’ paroms‘l -

B
or in~

* Should- the participsnts in these

decisions vary for-required
outcomes and oloct‘lve outcomes?

P v
Recosmendations. made by an individual .

teacher or group of teachers responsibie

for a partfcular course, and reviewed by- ' et
appropriate decision making groups? \

All students who enroll
in a course where the
course 1s required?

Al students who enroil

in & course as an Recommendations made by the person respon- ‘\\
elective? M sible for the instructional program with- \ -
All faculty responsible In which a course residds, and reviewed \

for the coordination by appropriaste decision making groups? N\
of- » partjcular pro- Recosimendations fiom parent and cowsunity - 5
e of instruction study groups, reviewed and refined by NN
within each building? fachGlty and students? \
The priacipail of eacA——0Other procedures that are more appropriate |- ‘
bulldlng'l given » ision as to who is to partNci-- \
The pcrsg» responsible pato in %zent decisions? . ¥
for the ooordlnatlon The relationship that to exist between o

of_a particular pra-
gram of instruction
for & district?
The loca! -teacher
assoclation?

outcomes recompended | analysis of
socisl contexts and the anaiysts of what
is lmom about humen . deydlop-ent ond
learnl
id cour;c 1evel outcomes be ldcuﬂﬂed
Iy after program level outcoms have
been jdentified? !
Should course ievel outcomes be used as »
basis for lidentifying program ievei.ous-

’ comes? Compstencies required for grad-
ustionl ~
The student involved? Are individual student outcomes to be ar-
The instructor or rived at through negottation? Through
advisor fnvoived? .uniiateral determination by students? .
The stddegt's parents?  Through unj lateral determination by in-
The principal of a ., structors or pdvisors? rough some in-
fchool? teraction ween instructors, students, s
The central administra- and perhaps parents? Through the setting ¢
tors of » district? of district-wide requicements and insiste
The members of a ing that all students meet them? f
School .Board? *How should fhese procedures vary for out-
L. . ) copes that ate required and outcomes that t -
b . Jare alective?
How shouid these procedures vary for "
chiidren who are nnully. physically or
n emotionaliy unable to achleve the out- s _
, comes required? . -
' ' 4 T »
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» ’ Dec¥sions About Outcome Evaluation And Certificati .
L ' ' * ’ V4 ‘\YH‘/
. R . *T ' Yo
Once desired learning outcomes have been established,a critical next
step in & petency based program is determining how these outcomes are
" to'be evaluated, and how students are to be certified, as having met or not
met the outcomes required for graduavion- 'This is the aspect of school-
ing that priobably. is changed most under a competency baseéd approach t
education, for.typically outcome measurement is a grocbss,not well attended
to in schools. In CBE it is central. It is in a sense the heart of CBE,-
for instructioh in a competency based program, as well as graduation_and
certification, is Jinked directly to outcome measurement. Soare thHe pro- i
cesses of resource atlocation, and program adaptatian, and the where all to
give meaning to the concept of .school accountabiiity.' Of equal import
-.is the fact thet the stance a didtrict takes with respect to evaluation
and certification has major impact on the level.of complexity introduced
to the operation of schools, and the resources required for their opera-

tion. , . - u

- . For all these reasons ¥he decisions reached by-an implementing district
about outcome evaluation and certification are of :cructal importance. As
autlined in the prota model of CBE, the evaluation-certification process
can be thought of as inv?ing five separate steps: ) -

. . - . v - . ) \ .'
. ] e ldentifying indicators to be used ash evidence of
r Identifying ‘the measures "to be used in obtaining
. @vidence of outcome achievement; v .
e ldentifying the level of perfdrmance on a pasticular’
measure that will be accepted as evidence of out-

- come achievement; ) :

- + ldentifying tHe procedures to be followed. in” judging -
. . whether performance meets the standards that have ‘. o

¢ been set; and . -
e ldentifying how a school is to certify that a student

i ) has or has not met an acceptable lewgd of achievd-
ment, and how that level of .achievement is tocbe
displayed in relation to stapdards. ‘ R
These five steps are obviously interdepehdent; and decisions made in rela-
" tion to one will affect decisions in relatipn to another. Moreover, it
is not possjble to arrive at decisions about ;all five jtems at the same
time.. For exihple, identifying indicators aceeptable as evidence of e
outco&e achievement can and probably $hould occur at the time outcomes ®
are identified, but establishing standards for performance can occur
orly after measures have been selected for the assessment of performance,
since performance standards depend directly upon the measures of . per= -
formance used. Because the authors recognized this complexity, but were énable to
deal with it jn.the present document, separate tables haye been prepared to
facilitate the decision making process with respect to each of the five.
steps invplved. As in the case of Table 1, the entries in Tables 2a-2e
are intended to be illustrative only; qhey are not exhaustive, and they
n

[l

are not intended to reflect the:constrqintp of local circumstance.

LR




.. Table 2a. Options To Be Consi re}ln Reaching Dectsions .
About indé#€ators Of Qutcome Achievement

MODEL - . "OPTIONS TO BE CONS!DERED*
CHARACTERISTIC - Tt e

. .
- e

* District Level |If district level outcomés are to be evaluated, i§ performance on standardized
QOutcomes achievement measures to be used as evidenq,lof the achievement of some of.
' these “outcomes? ) " g
Ar@ measures oﬁgtudents",performahce in relation to course or program out- -
comes to be used as evidence of the achjevement of some district level out- . ¥
‘comes? ) - : :
Are. judgments of a student's peers, parents or members of a ''community eval- iy
uation team'' to be'used as ‘evidence of the .achievement of some district
level cutcomes? C T e " )
|Are some district ‘level outcomes to be ''competencies'' reauired. for gradua-
tion? Are outcomes other than competencies required for -graduation?
Do 'ifdicators of outcomes required for graduation assume, different
¢ \\-properties than indicators of outcomes not required for graduation? :
~ B . . ' . - Vo
Is performante on standardized achjevement measures to be uséd as evidence
Progfam o | of achievement in relation ome building or program Igvel outcomes?’
Leve Are measures-of student perfdrmance in relation to course level outcomes
. Outcomes - ° | to be accepted -as evideénce of outcome achievement at the building or
.program levell - — - X
Will a special set of measures be developed and used as evidence of out- ”
come achievement at the building or program level? ‘“ :

- ¢ Building 0Or

Are judgments of a student's peers, parents or memzi!F of a .ommunify eval-
v

uation team to be used as evidence of outcome achiffvement at the buildin
or program level? -~ ’ “ ' :

Are some ‘program level” outcomes to be 'competencies'’ required for gradua-
-tion? Qutcomes other than competencies that are required for. graduation?
Do indicators of outcomes requiréd for graduation assume different
propertigs than indicators of outcomes ng required for gnqduation?

Class Or Will teafer made tests be ‘accepted as evidénce of outcome achievement at
Course the class or courge level? - - . : )
Leveij® Will teacher judgment, based .on a review of. work done or products produced,’
‘Outcomes be accepted as evidence of outcome achievement at the ¢class or course level?
. Will peer judgment, based on_participation jn work activities or a review
of products produced, be accepted as gvidence of outcome achievement at
this~ Tevel? P . * ,

Will judgments of a student's parents or members of a communfty evaluation .
team * be accepted as evidence of outcome achievement at this level? .
Are any course level outcomes to be,“gompetencies” required for graduation?

Are outcomes other than, competencies required for .graduation? Do
indigators of outcomes required for graduation assume different proper-
ties than indicators of outcomes not required for graduation?

s
. - . .
. ) -
T - , v
. v

* Optigns must also be considéred as to.who is to participate in making decisions about
indicatars, who is to be gogerned by such decisions; and the procedures to be followed
in making such decisions, but these have not been listed in the present_table.
the listing of such‘options would involve a great deal of_repcﬁﬁgiOn,xthe r

\)referred to columns two, three and feur in Tgblg ] as a point of depq;ture.
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Table 2a (Cont

'd.)

MODEL _
CHARACTERISTIC

—

»

, OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED

ad

Individual
ry
dent
comes

¥
Will teachet judgment, based on a Feview of work done or products pri%

Will peer judgment, based on participation in work actiVities_pr a review
of -products ‘produced, be accepted.as evidence of outcome achievemeht
Afor individual students? = - -

P _tegm be accepted as eviflence of outcome achievement for individual

students? ’ . a

*

v,

be accepted as’ evidence of outcome achievement for individua®®tudents .

Will judgments of a student's parents or members of a commyn ity evaluation
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Tithe 2b.- Options To Be Consider
. Decisions About %aqu /0f Outcome Achievement

L] .
N B ———— T

MODEL : OPT4ONS TO BE CONSIDERED* e
CHARACTERISTIC . -

:

« Djistrict If some disgrict level outqpmes are to be assessed through use of standardized
L'evel" achievement tests, what tests specifjcally are to be used? : ,
Outh?eS« If measures of student performance in relation to program.outcomes .are to be
’ . ysed as evidence of achievement at the district level, what measures speci- ’

fically are to be used? And how are they to be used.for this purpose? ‘S¥\

If peer or parent judgments, or the judgments of a community evaluation- 3

team are to be used as evidence of outcome achievement, what form are these
judgments to take? Rating5? Observaticnal records? Evaluationed®€ products

praduced? . oo ) .. .

) ¢ . . .

Buildin 11 s program level ou!Lqmes are to be gssessed through use of standardized

Program - achrevement tests, what tests specifica]ly'

are to be used? . .
Level ‘ FIf special measures are to be- developed for purposes of assessing bui rdi_ng‘or
Outgomes program level outcomes, what forms should such measures take? Should they
i be ''criterion-referenced'' measures? Should theg be ''domain-referenced"
measures? Should they be terminal measures, that s, outconfes assessed
only at the completion of the program or should they- be measures that are
obtained on outcomes demonstrated throughout the program? . -
If measures of student performance in relation to course' level outcomes are '
to be used as evidence of outcome achievement at the -building or program

referenced measures? Norm-referenced Measures? Domain-referenced mea-
sures? Also,:how are such measures to b used. for. this purpose? LI
If‘pee_r’“or‘ parent judgments, or jpdgments of a community evaluation®
team -are to be used Tas eviden outcome achievement, what form are
' these judgménts to take? Rat.ings7 Observational recqrts? ‘Evaluations

of products produced?. . e

level, what form should such megsures K;gﬂ Should they be criterion-

Class Or If teacher made tests are accepted as evidence of outcome achievement at the . ..
.Course- class or course level, what kind of teacher made tests should be encouraged?
« Level Also, should they be treated as 'mid-term' or "final" examindtions, or -
Outcomes Mshould they be designed to assess performance in relation to a particular
outcome whenever a student.or group of students wishes to be evaluated in
relation to that outcome? ) !
If,teacher“judgments in relation to products produced by studdfes is to be
. used ? evidence of outcome achievelﬁent,aare these judgments to be in the
form of ratings? Will there be a description of the strengths and weak-
1 - nessesfof tfie product, accompanied by an evaluative judgment such as
de or pass~fail grade? .

- R

letter

» R ‘ - . - .
N . .
) " . . _ .- .
.

¥

* The reader is referred to Table | for a listing. of options as to who might partic!pg‘te
+in making decisions about measures used to assess ..the achievement of desired outcomes,
who might be governed by such decisions, ahd procedures that might be followed in mak-

ing such decisions. . .
. . ) .
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MODEL
CHARACTERISTIC

Class “Or )~
Course
* Level

Outcomes, .
' (Con%LQ?)

Individual
Student
Outcomes

1

Hf a studefpt's peers, ‘or someone else from the commuhity, is ®o judge :‘Etu-
dent's prpducts as evidence of outcome achievemeng, what form should their
judgments take?. ' . ¢ L

If teacher or peer judgments are sought about performance outside the con- -
text of formal tests and product reviews, what forms should such Judgmerits

" take ancﬂ what evidence should be collected “in support;'af such judgménts?
Should judgments take the form of ratings or letter grades, and be sup-
ported by video tapes or observatign records? Would the pooled judghents

[ of two or three independent observers about the quality .of performance b
accepted? . v L .

tf individual student outcomes are to be ‘combined and analyzed+for purposes
of determining class or course level ou;cohgs,)how-is this to be dbne?

apply to"the assessment of .individual“student outcomes . .
. . S ‘-'5 f

All. of the measurement options listed for class or coumse level outcorles’

L




Table 2c. Options To Be Considered In Reachifig
' - Decisions About Performance Standards

e
MODEL L : OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED*
CHARACTERISTIC] . ) .

A — .
District < |If some district level outcomes are to be measured by standardized achievement
Level - tests,,. what norms are to be used asthe-level of performance desired on the

Outcomes -9 part of students in the district? How is the desired jevel of performance

7 | to be establisked? —_— , . :

' If district level outcomes are to be measured in terms of performance in
relation to building or program level s, how are performance stand-
ards to be established? Are the bé established in terms of the‘per~"
formance of students :in a distric who have complieted a program of study?
Are they 'to be established without \any reference to student's actual per-
formance within a program of -stydy?\ What difference would it make to such
decisions if Brogram level odxcomes re assessed in terms of criterion- or
domain-referenced tests instead of norm-referenced tests? ) .
pf evidence of outcome achievement ts to be in the form of judgments about
performance or products, are performance standards to be in the form of
a particular rating or grade, for example, a rating of 3 on a 5-point _
scale or a grade of C on a scale of A to F? Do performance standards in-
volving judgments require statements about the number of times a student's
performance is to be observed, and-under what &onditions, or the number and
kinds of products.-to be reviewed? .

Building or ATl of the options outlined in relation- to performance standards for district
Program { level outcomes apply to the issue of-performance standards for building or
Level program level outcomes, though class Qr.course level, outcomes would- have to
Qutcomes "be substituted for program level outcomes where appropriate.

. .

" Class Or Are performance standards for outcomes expected from a particular ciass or

,Course course to be criterion-referemced standards or norm-referenced standards?
Level If they are to be triterion-neferenced, how are these standards to be
Outcomes * restablished? And do they apply to all students within aclags or course,

or only to,students who can meet such sta?s within a reasonable period
of time and with reasonable ce allocation? If performance standards

" for course level cltcomes afe be norm-referenced, how are the standards
;to be established? : - 4 -

I'f judgments .by -teachers or peers about performance or products are to be .
used ag evidence of outcome achievement, “are performance standards to be
in the form of a particular rating or grade? Do performance standards
at the class or course .levelvinvolving judgments require statements about

‘the number of times a studept's’performancc is to be observed, and under
what conditions, or the number and kinds of products to be reviewed? |,

¥

»
-

.o - .
* See Table | for a listing of options as to who might participate in making‘decitfgas abogut ..
performance standards, who might be governed by such decisions, and procedures that might

be followéd in making such decisions. / ’ . .

~
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MODEL
CHARACTERISTIC

//4
-
:

OPTIONS_TO BE CONS | DERED

an

“Individual
- Student
Outcomes

<

. ]

[f teacher made tests are accepted as evifience of outcome achijevement for
individual students, how are the performance standards for these tests to
be established? Is an expected performance léevel to be setswithout refer-
ence to actual performance on the tests involved, or are performance
standards to—be established in light of student performance on the fest?
(This -fs not "to be confused with assigning norm-referenced standards; it
deals, ‘ratfer, with being sure that the performance standards sef are_
‘realistic, given the ability and background of students, the time avail-
able for instruction, the availability of instructional resources, etc.)
If judgments of pupil work or pupil products are to be taken as evidence'df
Outcome achievement, what form should performance standards take? '
If judgments by teachers or peers about performance or products, are to be
used as evidence of outcome achievement for individual students, ‘are per-

formance standards to be in the form of-a particular rating or grade?

' Do performance standards “Ynvolving judgments require statements about the

conditions, or the number and kKinds of products-to be. ed?
i

number of times a student's performance is-to be obsefgidy and. under what
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Table:2d. Options To Be Considered in Reaching Decisions .
v . - Abput Evaluating Performance In-Relation To Standards
MODEL . L OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED* S
CHARACTERISTIC| .- » T - ®
ﬁisf%ict . J1f district levé[;outéémes are to be measured, how is pe€fformance in relation
Level to these outcomes to be evaluated in terms of the standards that have been
X.|- sét for them? 'Is this to be done by district personnel and reported to

s

Outcomes

.

/

parents and teachers? |Is it to be done by. building level personnsl; in
conjqution with parents and students, and reported to the schoo} "board

) 7 X : . )
and community at-large? |Is it, to be dons by. persons, responsible for ‘the -
administration of instructional programs within the district, and reported
to appropriate school authorities? Some combination of these? .

A

A

Building Or If building or program level outcomes are to be measured, how is performance
‘Program . in"relation to these outcomes to be evaluated in terms of ‘the standards
Level that have been set for them?. Is this to be done by district personnel: and
Outcomes reported to parents and teachers? |Is it to be done by class or course
level personnel, in conjunction with parents and.students, and reported
to the school board and tommunity at large? Is-it to pé done by persons
: responsible for the administration of instructional programs within the
e s building, and ceported to appropriate school authorities? Is it to be )
done by teachers responsible for instruction that occurs within programs,
"1 and reported.té’appropqiate district personnel? Some épmbinafion of these?
Class Or If class or course level outcomes are measured, how is performance in rela-
Course tion to these outcomes to be evaluated in terms of the standards that have
Level been set for them? 1Is this to be done by district personnel and reported

Outcomes . ~—
.

*

s

to parents and teachers? |Is it to be done by individuial ‘students, ‘in con-
junction with parents and members of the community at.large? Is it to bhe
done by persons responsible for the administration of the instructional
program within which a class or course rests, and reported to appropriate
school .authorities? Is- it to be done by the teacher responsible for in--
struction within a particular course, with rgports, going to parents, ’
principals and other appropriate school officials? _Some combination of
these? ’ oL

.
3

Individual How is an individual student’ performance in relation to the standards sef,
* Student for a particular outcomes to e.evaluated? By his or her advisor? By '

Level the instructor responsible for facilitating the developmént of a pi?;icular

Outcomes learning outcome? A jury of peers? A jury Fomposed,of’a peer, a.teachef

—

and.a member of the community? .
How should the procedures used in avaluating performance fn relation to
standards vagy for outcomes to ‘demonstrated for grdduation as opposed
to outcomes not required for graduatiop? How should they vary for outcomes

—
+

as opposed to &utcom

relating to ''competencies' es relating to 'capaci-

ties' (e.q., knowledge and skills), .

e

v

N

Ce

e

.

* See Table | for.a listing of opt%Onskas.to who might Bbrﬁicipate in mak?ng decisions about
‘eyaluating performance in relafion to.stahdards ,—who might be governed. by such decisions,
and procedures that might be followed in making such decisions. <

.
L3 ¢
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" Table Ze. Options To Bé-Considered In Reaching Decis jons QbQut"

+ The Certi?icgtion 0f Qutcome Achievement .

" MODELN . ”
CHARACTERISTIC

. , . - -
P OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED*
A } ,

¢ . « . . W ‘

For Qutcomes -
Required For
Graduation

. ‘OutEomes Not '
Required For
Graduation

. - R ' g -

Will numerical ratings -that correspond to.performance iﬁ'rehg:ion to stan-
dards -set for each.outcome .to be demonstrated, where the nfmerical rating
reflects less than acceptable-performance, acceptable performance, or-out-
standing. performance be used? Will a'simple pass-~fail or acceptable-
non-acceptable descriptionof performance in relation to each outcome to ,
be demonstrated be used?" Will tAere be some written description that
summarizes performance in relation to standirds set for-each outcome to
be .demonstrated? Will one of the above translate into a "profile'! of pef-
-formance across all outcomes to be demanstrated for graduation? Will one
of the above be accompanied by a port$§$io of work and performance evalu-
ations, with resp&ct to each outcome *to be demonstrated? -~

Should certification and-performance display procedures vary for ''competencies'
to be demonstrated and ''capacities' .to be mastered? ¢

A . . .
All of the certification options outlined for required outcomes could be
applied to outcomes not .required¢for graduation, but whether resources
should be allocated to certify achievement in relaticn to such outcomes
i an open question. An alternative'procedure would be siﬁbly to list the
non-required outcdmes that have in fact been demonstrated, or to list as
schools do now the various learning experiences (courses) that students haye
taken part in during the course.of their school experience. A third
alternative;, of course, would be to deal only with performance in relathon
required outcomes in the certification process. While logically con-

‘|'sistent with the philosophy of competency based education, this would lead

to a loss of considerable=information .that could be of vatue to the gradu- -

. * " .
ate as well as others. g

- - ’ . . - .
[ ] =

* See Table 1 for a listing of options a¥ to who might partiéipate in Making decisions
about the certification‘pf outcome achievement, who might be governed by such deci~-
sions, and procedures that might be followed in making such decisions. :
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a& " - Qf lInstryctional -Programs . ."_ 5

- - t. «t :
- Historical l‘y.dns‘t‘:r‘uct%on in schools has tendéd to be Qganized®.
around subject mattér rather than well defined outcomes desired from the .

* subject matter in ith orientatjon, it does require thaj instruction be .

Ca educationgl process.While. conpetency basedaﬁd«ucE:on is inwno way anti- .-

-~ * organized primarily in'relation Lcomes rather tidn disciplines or Lo~

»

-~ . some other organizing framework. Mhe extent 'tﬁz't desired outcomes are_

‘tied specifically to a discipline, instruction within a competency based ¥

# . program would still appear tp be rorganized around disciplines, but this
would not in fact b‘e. the casea . o

e ‘Fortunately, a good deal has bdn learned during the past haif decade
" & about the «organization and operation of instructional programs for purposes -
. of tfgeted outcome achiéevement', ‘._-Yhe experience of competency based educa-
~ tion with mo8lular,zed instruction, and the exper;ien'ce_gained in mastery
“lgarning programs at the elementary and sécondary level., have pgovide® a -
wide base of experience in thif regard.  So too have the long histories
of work in programmed instruction and the development of® gffacific skills
within military and!industrial’ settjngs ‘(Edj ing, 1972; Gage. and Wipne,
- 1975) . Surprisingly, instruction 7n relation to’ development of , y
":ki’lity (competence) ‘in job+dor 1jfe-roles qutside of a school contexts~also
has" a jong history, though it often does unncticgd. This~ history :
* ‘~draws heawily on the concept of supervision within the context-of profes-
~ sional preparation programé and industry. Collectively,these various
histories of experience with*instruction toward Ltargéted outcpm'es provide
a rich 'base for plannin instruct ion within, the, context of competency based .
elementary $hd seconts y programs. ' ¢ % A" ) B e /ﬁ -
o . . N W o
Independent of t var'ibus structures and pro‘c?res employed i compe-
L teno‘yvbased instr n, and independent of the subject matter area within
" which instriction s, &omp@tency based instruetional prograhs wiy} ,
..  -alwaysshave .fhree defining.characteristict PR -

——

.
.
»
i

*

~ '

o .-86th eqr;t_en,t an_&"proces‘i are ;:Iearly.J iftked, to the i
‘ . outcomes desired; ' < - } '
. - = - ) > . ’ » '
* 4 Clearly identifjable alternative learning ',experiencgs"
; . are p?gviged for each outecome to befdchieved; and - T
! ’ ° Performanc;.éin relatigin to estab .ished standards is ‘ L
. Lo, cledrly relied spon as a b\a's,is‘fb‘r program pilacement* v
L decis j including program exits. and.certification . )
decis iopd. con - o
Some of the o'ptfons that aéoptiné district,S' have.in relation ta these -
¢ thr'e:.e features of' competency based instruc®on are listed in Table 3.7,
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) Table 3. Options To Be Considered) Inm Reaching Decisions About The Design . d
o P .And Operation Of C Ancy Based Instructional 'Prog{ams s '
.y \ : .
MoDEL | . . OPTIONS.'TO BE CONSIDERED*
CHARAETERISTIC f o F ) v :
\'The linkage Is fnstruction to be "madelar i zed''-- that is, divided into well defined units .
wof confent .. | of instruction that take their.focus and organization from the particular
. and process | outcomes to" be achieved? ( I so,3re the instructional modules to be:''pack-
. to outcomes aged" so ‘that students may\ work through them at their own- leisure? Are LTt
des_i:zd ., | instructional modules to bé thought of more broadly than individual learn- s
7 - ing packets, and include in them some lecture and small group learning . -
) * activities? Will the.concept of modularized instruction apply to instruc-
. tion:for purposes of competency acquisition and demagseration, or will a
2 different view of instruction have to emerge to accommodate the demands
of tenc® acquisition?  Will the concept of modularized instruction
ply t:}the achieyément of outcomes that are primarily attitudinal or .
' \ . ocial in nature? ) ' ‘ N
. I§ competency based ipstruction is not organized within the framework of
S duies, how is it to be organized? Are courses still an appropriate unit
.;'i ' ‘of organization for instruction? Are individual instructors? Are- teamg
/ -8 | of instructors? What are the impli@tions of competency based instruction
N for the organization and use of instructional resource cehters? What are
the implicationg of comp!tency‘ba‘sed instruction for the organization and
use of textbooks aitd published curr™iar material? , ‘
, Apart from the organazational implications of competercy based education, -
e what<are its implications for instructional strategies or methods? . Are
* - ) some ki of outcomes acquired better through usé of particular instruc- =
‘ tionaF st¥ategies or methods? ‘Are somé strategies and methods effective = . * -
LT e “in relation to.a particular dutcome for some children, but not for othetrs?
» ‘ what do we ged to know about outcome-aptitude-treatment interactiop that
‘o we do not presently know? - -
' - ' X - .ot . : .
The avail- > |How manycalternative leaﬁing experiences should be available for t‘
. ability of | achievement of a particular outcomg , and how should these experigpces
* alternative |'be different? For example, should there be at least two.learning options, ¢ -

" learning each of which makes use of quite different kinds of learnirg .experiences?- .

. experiences Should, thgre be a fange of options available for both gifted and average ’
for the children, as we]l as children who will require more.time and effort.to ' .
achievement hieve the butcomes desired? ,Should alternative Tearnifg ouytcomes be -
of outcomes '?":Hpred ‘to fit childrén who have 'preferrmu' learning styles? To -what (Y

. - | 'extent should alternative le_arni‘ng experiences reflect the interests ' ' .
% ‘ and preferences of instructors rathe,r' than students? ) - ’ L

pe st . . , . PoN

¢ -
S §

. . - . . ) - . R
\ i - ’ - . . .
, <

. ] i ‘ e
* See Table | for a listing of options as to who might participate in making decisions
about the design and operation of competency based instruct i,6na1 programs, who might
, be governed by such decisions, and procedures that might be followed in making such
"~ declsions’ - - : ’ h . ’

- ¢ "
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- MODEL o OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED
CHARACTERISH C| » . T

. "A reliance on [Should there be the requirement that students engage in learning expariences ”
performafce oriented to the-.achievement of a Kagbicular.outcome only after evidence )
in relatioh .| hat been obtained as to a student's standing with respect to that outcome? .-
0 standards | (Thg'matter of pre-assessment, and program placement on the basis-of pre-
as a- badls assessment data.) ’ " - - .
for progfam |Should evidence of a Student's progress toward the achievement of a particus
placement - lar dutcome be collected systgmatically during the ¢ourse of=instruction,
decisiefis and used as a basis for plann next steps in the{ instruction-learning

' . process? If so, how frequently should such information be obtained? What
measures of progress’in relation to outcome achievement should be used?

Shou13~progress measured be reported? How.should such--information be

reported to-students? What is the student's responsibility. for acting

upon such information? . T ;

| Should students be required to demonstrate mastery of a particular, outcome,

beforegmarﬁing o other- outcomes that are 2ssumed to depend on its achieve-
ment? How many gqutcomes should a student be permitted ta work toward at
any one time? How long should a studentebe permitted to work on any
particulat-outcome, and how many times should a student be permitted to -
challenge an outcome without demonstrating mastery?.” .
Are all outcomes required for graduation to be achieved before a student can
graduate? What ‘would happen-if atl but one or two required outcomes were
able to be demonstrated, and additional instruction seemed to make no dif-

- ference in terfis of thefmaste;x‘bf the one/or tcomes uncompleted?
ome

Are.the standards set.for out achievement Taver to be modified to
accommodate individual learnér circumstanc®, or Will the realities of
settings®and individual characteristics be allowed to gnter decisions about
outcome mastdry? To what extent will outstanding performance in relation °
to outcomes desired, as:well as poor performance, be- recognized in the
certification process? Will certification and “the descrigition -of per-
formance "in relation to standards, be designed to provi¥e as much information
+as reasonably pos€jblée about Eﬂ‘ strengths and abilities of individual
students, ot will it be designed to indicate only that a student has met
.or "not met graahationVrequi}emqpts. ’ )

v

D I3 N i

A ry b




b

. - -~ ! \ . *
- Decisions About Pergopalizing The
Instruction-Learning-Evaluation Process

« . -~

“ P . K ]

- “—\‘ . . B
t - . ‘.
L "o 7’ ’ N s
As pointed, out in Chapte'lr_3" the press-to personalize the instruc-
tion-lear:ning-evaluation process’'comes from two sources. The first is a
philosophic commitment to the need 'to adapt instruction, angd the outcomes -

to be achieved through instruction, to individual differences in learners, ,

The second is the recognition that within a mas 1 'fn{ng approach, - --

learners must have access to alternative means[of a ieving, desired qut-
comes and varying amounts of time to bring to Aheir achievement. The
last entries in Table 3'illustrate K gncept of performance stan=
dards in relation to deslgnated outcon onflicts with the-conaept of -
individual differences in the interests ahd abilities of learﬁe’rs, even
at the point of graduation-certification(decisions/ " -

o . ) . - , K ‘_ ‘e

Independent of the reasons for wishing to-personalize the -instruc‘-'
tion-learning-evaluation process Within the context of l;oﬁpetenc'y based’
education, the fact is that -there igfho option to do so. “Moreover,. more
than time and learning al t,ernati'veﬁst be varied, for when outcomes .
_ take the form of competencies’ there must’ be provisjon % the negotiation:
~of what those outcomes are, to be in light of.the context ih which they
are to be demonstrated.: As Schalofk has pointed out elsewhere (1974), so
Tong as the outfomes pf schaoling are'defined prfrgirily in terms of the
mastery .of knowledge, the personalization of instrucgtonuand assessment~-
with the exception of having to pl*ide alternative ‘learning: experiences
and varying amounts of time--is optienal. As outcomes become more complex,
however, and demanding of p,er@rmance in job or life role situations, the
instruction-learning-evaluation process 'must of necessity.become more Y
personal and idiosyncratic in 'its operation. - b -

Given this requirement of competency based education, how is its
personalizatjon to occur? Various means arg suggested Within.the ‘defin-
ing features of CBE (see-p 13.),, ‘and these are elaborated *n Table 4.
While the simple listiny of*option.s avajlable tb program 'planners does =
not,reflect. the interdependence -between decisions about the various op-’
tions listed, it does provjde a point of departure for thinking through
the personalization process. *
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"Table 4. Options To Be Gonsidered.in Reaching Decigions About
Personalizing The Instruction-Lea rning-Evatuation Process

. »
— — — =

MODEL: ° L L «  QPTIONS TO BE CONS|DERED* - e
CHARACTERISTIC| o t J ’

4 L

D ! \ - ° M

-

Outcomes #|To what extent wi-11 s,;udent"s’be able_to negotiate the outcomes required for
required ‘graduation? .Are these t_:f be fixed by a school district, with all. students
for ‘ having to demonstrate magtery of "thg same set'of outcomes? . Will adistrict
graduation tequire no specific outcomes,.but indicate that eppropriate outcomes must
‘ . be eétab;ished apd démonstrated by each student in ordef to graduate? .
Schombination%f thes€¥ For example, a non-neogtiable set of outcomes,
) s X

and a negotiable set?- ' - . L e . ‘
re indicators of outcome @chievement open to negotiatioh? For all eutcomes.
required for gi-adisatipn? :Only for competencies to be demonsttated for
gfaduation? Are indicators of outcome achievemenk -establshed by a district,
blt students permitted to negotiate which of the accepted Set they wish )

»

to use? ; - . : ,

Ace ‘the procedures to bgé u&gd in a’ssessing Ou‘tcoinq achievement to"be negoti-
«able? Are they to be fixed?’ Or will sgudents be able to negotiate only =~ A

"' withjn an™accepted set' of measures -agopted for the assessment of particu-
lar outcomes? S combinStion, of'thg aboved Will this in part depend,

‘on the Windicators/-and measures of qytcomet achievement to be used?

To what_extent will the standards set. for performance in relat\ién toa
particular outcome be negytiable?: Will thfs in part depend on the indica-
fors and measures .of outcbpe achievement to be used? If standards are to .

¢z o be negotiated, what meanidg does the concept. of) performance standards have?

| '1f performance standémds.canpot be negotiated, what meafing does the con-
cept ofya persona)ized-apgroath 0 edu® ; - e :

" {To vy’hat..ex't‘n"t are the learning-activjties to be pursued while working téward
v} ¥he achievement of_phrticular outcome ta bé personalized? "o what extent

‘will the environments Within which outcome achievemeat is to be pursued
be personal-ized? _ For example, is learning to.be confinedsto a particular. c
‘tlassroom? A classroom,.a:}iMtary and a.learning resource Center? A
number of <lassrooms within a particular school? Or. can. it be extended,

' thrOugp'neéotiation, 'to a nusber of schools? - A.schood and a cpmmunity
cotligge? A school.and a ébnmm“tky-‘at-large?, . : iy

o what extent will time be free to:vary in the instructional process? Are

| time limitations.to be placed on the achievement of pargiculardutéomes -~

(for example, a week; a month, or a year?- Are Yimesconstrairits .to be put '
on. some Qutcomes and not. others? Within whatever time constraints ‘thag - -
éxist, will. there be limits placed ofi. the, number of outcome demonstration ¢
attempts permitted without pedality?’s For example, can a' student attemps _

.| to demonstrate mdster® of a particular oytcome three times without _penalty?

"Twice? Five timeg? Does the number of demonstration; attempts ajhowed interact

,wiﬁ'l the _'léngtH of tim: permritted fom a- competency demonstration? Does

-
y
4

o = -

i { - e

. 5 ‘ j'. ’. ‘ ,. - “ : .

) * See »Table 1 for a listing of options as.toc who might ‘participate in making dec1sloq's e
about personalizing the ins,tructi‘on-learqlng-evaluation process,‘wﬁp might be governed
by suchdecisions, and procedures that might be:followed .if makihg such ‘decisions

e ., 2 B A




Table l'(cdm'd.)

“MODEL = " | =« oo OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED
CHARACTERISTIC] . - , T
. ; . . 7 .Y v - ) .
'0utcomesA\\/'. the number of demonstration attempts vary with—the ability of the students
réquiréd 'l involved? With the nature of the outcome to be demonstrated?What is the
for - maximum number of demonstration dttempts feasible in terms of the time
graduation and rtdsources available before stydents must be required either to re-
(cont'g;%»4 define the outcome being worked tdward or renegotiate“the performance

L3

standards that™Mave .been set for qutcome achievement? .

.
b

6utcome§ibot To what extent will the instruction-learning-evaluation process be person-
required - alized in relation to outcomes not required forggraduation? Will it be
for . " | greater than for outcomes that are réquiredd Will it be less? Will jt.
graduation depend on the nature of the outcomes being worked toward? To what extent’
does this set of decisions interac? with decisions made about performance
standards and evidence‘of outcome achievement for ndn-required outcomes?
To what extént do such decisidns interact with resource availability and
philosophic, commitment? . <7 :

'
t
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. Decisions™About Improving The
R = S EONS POSUL L s -
P .

As tndtcated repeatedl,, a, domtnant feature ‘of competency bdsed
Ayﬂsgiucatlon is its incorporation of systems principles.as a basis for pro~
s 9

ram improvement. As applied to €ducation the essential features of .. >
systems theory afe - * (a) clarity of outComes,to be achieved; (b)
. the deSlgn of instruction-learning programs to achieve the out

- desnr ), the systematlic assessment of aghievement in relatidn to’
' outc disnred and the adad&at|on of on}ine instruction as needed en‘
. "' the bas§s of outcome information; and (d) the adaptationdand improvement
. * of the instructtonal program as. a whole on the basis of a wide variety
. ~of data ‘about pr, gram effectiveness. - Of- primary importance in this re-
{ aré data’ comtng from formative and summative evaluations of (a) the
8gs ' invo]ved |n/program operation, including the reaction & partici-
0 ibe program; {b) the performance of staff wnthtn the program;

jhe achievement of learhing comes desired from the §
L g N 3 from research studies desid®ed to determine the
'// v G ~.term effects of the program. Some of the opttons -available to
-astrhcts relatlve to these various processes are provtded in

Table 5.

»

.

[ 2 * =
< . Fhe.options fo prdgram desngn presented in Tables J through 5 deal
' only with the definigg characternstlcs of CBE. There remain the:four en-
- abling characteristicy, and these obviously pgesent a similar range of
i ' d“%ﬂgn opttons for pradram. planner;, Moreover, “the decisions to be!'made .
. about- these characterisgkics are ag complex-and far- reaching as decnsnons. '
v . - abbut any of the defan ng features of CBE programs, and are just as’ int@r-,
. e, dependent. Becauge pace consnderatnoq;, however, and because the "; e
' reader prebably. has as Much.detail as can be managed at this point .about’
oL o program options, further astentton will not be given these characteristics.
!n the present monograph!) ‘Paper - #3- in-the sdries o papers coming from .
he Oregon Competency Based Eduéation Program deals with these characteristics
in greater detail, and so. the interésted reader. is not without further °
s access to such .dnformatioh. The implications of these characteristics

3

f: are reosonably straightforward, however, and careful ‘reading of Chapter
cLo 0ty L2 (see p. 18§ woll suggest‘a varnety of optlons as to how they m|ght be
oL, 'tmp1emented . . ” S
PR . . ’ . . .
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’ Table 5. -Options To Be Considered In .Reaching Decisions About °
- “ ) Improving The Instruction-Learning-Evaluation Process
P) — ‘o - = ,‘ C— Sn—— . v , .
- -MODEL - . OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED = ° ¢
"CHARACTERISTIC) * = ’ ) :
Formative and |To what extent are formative evaluation procesdes to be incorporated as an
" summative ongoing aspect-of the program? What is the nature of the formative evalud-
) evaluation tion design? What program operations is it to be directed toward] What .
of program provisions are theré for data from the formative evaluation studies to . e
operations, enter program adqut'ment decisions? ho in the school sett,ing is to col-
including lect such information? How wide ange of program participants is in- .
the reaction | cluded in the evaluation design,Bénd what proportion of the various groups °
of partici- of participants is included in the evaluation sample? Who is to summarize
‘pants to such. information and ready it for use by decision makers?
St the,prt?gv‘qm ‘ S " ' )
, Forn(ative and |To whaﬂt&te’nt is the performance. of staff to be evaluated? What will be
summarive attended to in the evaluation of staff performance? For example will
) evaluation eMdence of outcdme achievement on the part of studengs be considered?
’ of tRe | How is evidence on staff performance to be obtained, and who.is to obtain
: performance [ it? What uses are to be made of ‘evidence abdut staff performance? Who.is
N of staff '| to see the information collected about staff performance? - .
within the .o . .o L -
., . _ - . ‘ . , “
program v > . k , . . :
- * . . -‘ »
., Summative_ Wil} evidence on the costs associated with progran ‘operation be systematycally
! evaluation collegted? Lf it.isy what aspects of the program are to be costed, and~ '

of the-costs | what catefories of costeare to be reported?. In addition to learning out-,- = .
.and benefits | comes achieved, how dre program benefits to beggiefined? Who is to collect
,associated * evidence on eosts and benefits? How is such gvidence 'to be used in degi-

m

. With_program [ -sion making about the program? Who is to see the cost aQ benefit informa-
. “aoperation, tion colleated? ‘ . . L : :
-"including ’ - . C. e o . . .
learning ' i R S ,‘ ’ ’ ‘ s
outcomes S ' ., T . . . oo
" achieved - S oo C . - .
» ! 2 N

Research on ‘| ls a progra'tn of research on the long term effects of the ,program to be ‘under-
s .. long -term # taken? If it is, how should the follow-up study be designed? How should
‘. program long tern effects be defined and measurfed?  How large al ample of graduates
effects, need to be followed in the study? How long should graduates.be followed? )
¢ "Who should.do such a.study? How are the results of such § study t¢'be } -
used in making decisions aboue the program? Who is to see-the:results of
.| such a study? B . * . ' e .

R »
s < 2 ¢ L Y

*See Tabie 1 for a Ii'stip? of options as;'to who%i.ghfparticibate”n' making degisions-

.about persomalizing the insgruction-learnipg-evaluation process, who might ‘be foverned

) tgy.sucuh decisions, and procedures that might be fol lowed in making such deZfsions. ;
i . i . -4 » -
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g PART 111

]

PATTERNS AND CONTEXTS: PROGRAM VARIATIONS THAT .
ACCOMMODATE DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNITIES AND SCHOOLS " ©

4
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, also discussed. .

- of alternative modé‘ls in competdcy based education.

» . - e

o - OVERVIEW - C ; -
. o e o, ’ ' .

" Bart 111 defines three alternative models of CBE, and—tréces the .
|mp||cat:|ons of two of the mdels for compiexity of program operation. _ .
All three models are discussed in relation to t& variety Jf models that
ar’possible for CBE pr&rams, and” the variety of Q’Fbgram \'/ariations.pos-"
sibleg from ény parti,éular hodel . * The 'relatiepship beta'neen the labe’l -

- 408 .
assigned a model and the differeptia!ing characteristics of a model is

. ) e
. After analyzing the 'various defining and_enabling characteristics
of CBE programs as spurces of variation within the two models that are
compared, additioﬁal .sources qf varidtion wir‘hinwmodels are considered.

— t

The section closes with a final second look at the meaning of the concept' .

Throughout Part 111 the defm|t|on of a model of conpetency based
education as '...a weH defined, easily recognlzable and functionally
* &
different pattern of enphasns of mterpretatign that can be given the .
‘defining and enabling characteristics of CBE" (p. 25)is -adhered mto, and sits
_implications discussed. Co ¢ i T
A . - . N
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Three Illustrative Models Of Competency Based Education

-

- In Chapter: 1 a model of compettacy_bésed education was defined as
"...a well defined, easily recognizabl®, and functionally different pat-
tern of emphasis or interpretation that can be given the defining and
enabling characteristics of CBE" (p 25). Defined in this way it is pos-
sible to establish an essentially endless number of modeTs or proto-
models of CTBE, because the various characteristics that comprise a CBE pro-
gram can be combined in many different ways and ghe opt}ons available . _
for defining each characteristic are for all intents an purposes unending
fsee Part 11). !By choosing to combine characteristics in a particular way,

. or by shoosing to emphasize a particular characteristic over others, it

—-4s possible ‘to establish an.array of proto-models of CBE that wi'll accom-
modate the array of different communities .and schools that must be served
by such models. ot ’ ' ’

For purposes of the present monograph,three alternative models of
CBE are described;they will serve to illustrate the concept of model as -
it is being used in the monograph. Two of the models are distinguished
primarily by the context in which .instruction and evaluation take place.
These have been termed the schoo)-based and community-based models; they
are the two models dealt with in greatest detail. ‘The third model is '
distinguished by _.e-approach taken to the organization of schools, and
has been labeled .the alternative schools model. This is a considerably
different kind of model than the first two, and has been included primarjly

as an illustration of the types 6f variations‘possible in developing models of CBE.

.

Before proceeding with the description of the models,attent?bﬁ needs
to be directed to_the relationship between the label or title given at -
model and its operational characterstics. Ideally, this relationship
should be reasonahly tlose. The label given a model should reflect and
convey to others the-essential focus or differentiating feature of the
model. In this sense the, label given a model serves a mdjor communica-
tion .fuiction. .

No matter how carefully selected, however, a Jabel for a model can-
. not convey all of the chacseteristics of a model. Pln addition to the
differentiating characteristic reflected in its title,every model of -
. CBE must assume a particular pattern of variation in-relatjon.to the nine
characteristics that make up the defining and enabling features of a - s
" competency based program. Thus, for exampte, a school-based model~may

" differ from a community-based model pn the nature of outcomes to b& - .

achieved, the natyre of measures to be used/as evidence of outcome achieve-
ment, and the degree to which the instructi n-assessment process is per- .

. _sonalized, in addition to differing on where instruction and evaluation

is to take place: On thé other hand, school and community-based models

might take quite similar positions on these characteristics, but differ

on other charactéristics~such as approach to goal.setting and program T
‘management. Recognizing the range of variability in- the defining and * ©
enabling characteristics ¢f models, beyond what is suggested by the label
assigned~4,model’!h¢uld{€erve to reinforce for the reader both the arbi-
trariness of model labels and the endless variety that is possible across
models and .within model based programs. . R

.
e .. - 66
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Regardless of the arbitrariness involved in labeling model$, and
— the potential for variation that exists aeross and within models, the
différences between models should be sufficiently large and §ufficien;ly .
logical in its tie to labels that thevessential differences between

models can be ihferred from the model label. The school-oriented and
. community-arientedl models described in the pages that follow meet this
. criterion. The term community-orjented mplies a great deal about

the manner in which decisions are made re ative ' to outcome defini- "

tion and program operation, about the locu instruction and assess-

ment, and even about who is-to be involved i the instruction-assessment _

process. The reverse is.true for'a model thaf is school-oriented. White

there is nothing inherent in the model buildi g process that forces this

kind of logical relation between model labe and model characteristics,

it is good practice and it does have high utility from»thgxgoint of view

of communication. : ] : L :
-~ ’ - - .

)

B

A School-Oriented Model o . N

* N - *

As implied by its label, a school‘oriented.modej'of'competency based
education is one where the processes of schooling are carried out largely Y.
within the context of school buildings. For purposes of the present
monograph, this includes the processes of outcome definition and

. decision making relative to tbe design and operation of schoels; as ‘!II
as the processes of instruction, ‘evaluation and certificatipon. Accord-
ingly, the locus of schooling, and the locus of décision“haking affect™ © «

model of CBE as in most schools in the Unjted States today. - 14
. ) . . \,, . '
. In KBeping with the previous comments about a label “ts conveying only
a limited amount of-.information about the characteristics 'of the.model it
represents, the fact of being school-oriented does not convey much that
has not already been:said about the operational characteristics of .such pro-
grams. The label implies nothing, for example, about the nature of ‘the
vutcomes desired from schooling, the nature of the evidence required as .’
to the 3chievement of outcomes, the nature of instructionai programs
offered by a school, the extent to which the instructioh-evaluation pro-
cess is to be personalized,.the,hanner ip which a model based program . _
<is -to be adapted and improved, or how a model based program is to be ~
'managed and governed. It does set constraints on the kind of competencies -
C to be demonstrated, or at least®on the kind of indicators to be used as
; ", evidence of competency attainment. |f competency demonstration is to be
limited to the schopl setting, it will be possible to infer competence
= . % only in out-of-schopl settings. Beyond ‘these few constraints, howeyer,_
the fact of. being school-oriented does not .convey the stance taken by the .
. mode! on the various defining 3and enabling charaéteristic; that must'be 5
. reflected in all models. -Deci®ons about these characteristics tend to
v . be independent Wi model label--at least so far as these characteristics
3 are in fact indefgndent of the differentiating cHa’acterigtic(s) of the

= .

model . ' .

Po- . ~ * Vd " ! e ‘s . ..~ -
: {é illustrative set gi-détisions about'sgch matters is grovided §n

the settions of thg monograph dealing with primary and secondary sourdes
of variation within model defined programs. ' ’ '

T , ..&U, -

-
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ing schooling, are essentially the same‘in the proposed'school-o[iented . .

.
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A Community-Orjented Mode |

. . - < ]

As implied by its label,a community-oriented-model of competegcy
based education is one where many of “the functiols of schooling are car-
ried out in the.context of the community at large instead of in. schools,

?and where there is high ian10ement'by members of -a community_ in decti -
sions affecting the design and operation of.schools. Given the defining. -
. and enabl-ing charactérstics of CBE, the community-oriented’ label! sug-

, gests at least three areas-wHere there would be high community involve-
/zment: {aL.the definition of outcomes, desired from schooling, especially B
those having to do with the ability to function in life roles outsideof

a school context (competencies)} (b) , instruction and assessment in
relation to compefency -acquisition ahd demgnstration: and (c) decisions
affécting the design and operation of the schdols within a community -

" gengrally. - ’ R ’

As in the case of a school-oriented model of CBE, a communi ty'-.
oriented model .infplies nothing about the nature.and range of outcomes to -
be achieved, the nature and range of indicators to be looked to as evi-
denge of outcome athievement, the extent to ‘which the instruction-evalua-
tion process is to be gersonalized, the manner'in which' the program is to~
be adapted and improved, or the specific manner in which the program is
-to be managed and governed. ‘Decisiofs about Such.matters must be made’,

. however, and an illustrative set of these decisions is _z1so provided in the '

sections ‘of the monograph dealing with’ pidmary and secondary sourges of
variation. within model defined programs: : v s

‘da J * . l.‘ ]
,’, L ._/ < ' ,- .' '\
An Alternative School% Model * I
P ’ P2 . ., \ ) .

A competency based approach to educat$on lends’*’ts‘elf'unush'ally well
“to the ¥ncept of alternative schdols -(Smith, 1974). The insistence upon
am,-explicit set of outcomes to be achieved, ind the' ecognition that ,the
" instruction-evaluation pracess in relation to outcom®. achievement must be
personalized, provide the essential.orihntations‘;o schooling that permit
alternative schools to be maintained within a community (of altermative
programs to-be maintained within.a §chool).. - Whether such a focus Should
be taken and treated as e mode! ef (BE, however; is‘atothemillatter. As

" ea'label for a model ittdoes. not havé the same focal propemties as the .-

v

‘school-oriented and- community-oriented, labels; that is, no implications
can be drawn from the' abel about the nature of educational programs

. fostered by the mode. It also has the same limitations that the school= *
and community-oriented labels have, because it ifplies nothing about what
the‘outcomes;of'schooqug"should be, ‘what indicatorg should be accepted
as evidence of outcome achi2vement, how instruction is ‘to take ‘place,

', and the liké. "On the athei hand, the Jabel does convey a particular set
‘of meanings--namely{,tﬁat%a community will maintain alternative approaches

. to schooling. < S .0 .

' 3
-

And.here is-the’dilemma. Why is to'say whether this kind of mean-
ing is more-or less useful than't meaning implied by the -label's sthool-
Orieoted and community-oriented? As indicated previously (seé p 68), the
selection of labels for the descriptioh &f a model of competency based -
veducation'is fundafientally a fhatter that has to do with copqunication,

N ) .
N L - . « ’* ,/f . . 'l . N ' 68
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‘ . .and beyond the requirement —that they reflect identjfiable dand meaningful TN
patterns of variation within model based programs, the prihary,réquir_e_rnent ‘

of such labels shoild-be their power to communicate, Decisions as to the
defining and enabling characteristics of a mode] must still be made, and ~ - ¢
"though, these are not totally independent of the focus given a mddel by )
its-label, they are decisions that must be made faor each model no matter
.what “its label. :

Y

’, B

e Within this context, it would seem to be permissable for a_model of
’ CBE to carry any label so long as i¥conveys to others one or more essen-_ -
tial properties highlighted by the model. It would seem permissable, . T

for example, for a model to be personalized, or humanistie, of research

driented, depending -on, the properties-to be highlighted. -As with the . -
design bf CBE programs the labels to be given models of CBE are arbitrary, :
and essentially without 1imit> One label would seem to be as good as

another so long as.it conveys' the focus intended by the des igners of the ~

Ry model. L T .
. , “' ) : s',
~ o LI . . . " . "
. A - s . . *

| Primary Variatioms Within Models That Have

. - , ~ Impact On The Nature 'And COst of fchaoling
- hd ' ’. M I . * ) | ¢ N >‘ 3
. For 'burboses of the present monograph, primary‘ sources of variation
<= in model characterisics are equated with the defining features of
. CBE programs. It will be recalled from Chapter 2 that these are.. -
. . _— L ¢
. \- ~ . . o * “ LN
. 3 e The nature and rdnge of outcomes tobe dchieved; . . ..
B ' ) . " ) . » . .
\ o The'nature and range of %Atconge‘e\leua_tjoh and ,
" certification-procedur®s; - . A
. T - . R , . e
\ e The nature and range of instructiomal programs ) .
T offered; o LA ‘ .
] . , ) « " T " I . . s
. i . o The-nature and range of personal igation within . LT .
o« . ) . * the jn;tructipn-evaluation process; and T
N ‘¢ The ngtuf} and ranée Q& program adaptation-improve- * '
. T ’ © ment activities. - o ' -
\ i - . \ : EER 2R N . . - g o .
srgacacessasasifieedee PePote TRRIE N PP IR PRE LY RZCR B ERETTTS .?é’r‘-’ﬁ‘jt‘f‘é?"‘”‘”"”".""""’“
+ are the essential decisions {o be made 'in designing model based programs, . ) ]
y . ", because they are the decisions that determine the nature-and content of ~— - g
. : such programs. Tables 1-5 in Part’' 11" of the monograph coftain some of the .
, ) ‘options available to 'decision makers in relation to these various L7 '. .
gram characteristics. . . - ' .
In the pages that follow,an Tmaginafyfsgt of decisions around each
of these characteristics is des¢ribed for both the school-oriented and . - N T
. conmunity-orienteq models of CBE. - Ihe-"'imaginary, decisions refléct pro-* .
. gram options that follow logically from.the foci-of the two 'models, ' -
N ¢ . . ¥ . R L -
‘- "\ . \ L ""' - R . o ".‘ _
. » . . o
. . " 69 '
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?. .. though thQre'ader‘must understand that the options selected do not imply
. that'all school- and conﬁ‘nity-érién;ed models of CBE will reflect sdich
e 1opti0ns‘ To h‘fgh]ight the di?feren'é:es&bgtween -thé two models, and-the:
z . ' -iMplicalpns of_ these diffgrences. for the nature and cost of school ing, )
s an estimate of the impact of their differénces én 4he complexity of ~ v
&«  schooling is provided in theform of & profile that compares sthe relative L
complexity of schooling under the two models. This estimate is-provided T ¢
. fow each’ of the defining and enabling characteristics of the two models.
. 'Beca&E of the complexity that would+be involved the »alte;native‘_schoa]c .
.mod€l has “not beeg, included in these comparisons. -
. . . . 7 - o T ! : . s 0
.‘.,5:. ’)"“" ’ . . ",‘ . ! "‘- . ) *. - . . -
- ' THe Nature And Range 0f ., - e " ) . -
- OQutcomes To Be Achieved . o . ' S
R T . o _ - o R
* v -O‘n the assumption that outtomes relating to performance,in life roles
are |likely to be more broag;{\_' stated in a communitg-orignted model.than a
school-oriiented model; and on, the assumption thao!évidence of the attain-
ment of. such outcomes’ is more likely to involve performance in out-of-
) school settings, it has been 'assumed that the ‘competencies to be demon~
s *strated ¥Pr»purposes of graduat '&fm from the:community-oriented. modgl will
" be moFe complex and demanding than those required fo¥.graduation from the .
! schoobe=écjented gpodel. By making the fur‘t.hgr; assumption that non-compe- ’
tency outc .dsired from schooling will \be comparable across the tws ™
~-rnod::;é,/ 't s possible to chart the relative complexity likely to be con-

.
. !

tributéd to .program operation n thestwo madels through outcome defihition.
An agproximatioh of this complexity is shown sthematically In Firg_ur‘e 5.

- o T Y ' - - ’ . , )
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The Nature And Range Of Outcomé . : e
~ Evaluation And Certification Procedures . )
In keeping with"the same rationale that led to the assogption. of T .
gr:eéter complexity ‘in the outcomes desired from a community-oriented
s model of .CBE, it is ‘assumed that the measures to be obtained as evidence
' . of 6ut£ achievement will atso be more complex. This comes from the
© ““assumption that indicators of competency demonstration are likely to call -
for -performance in out-of-school-settings, and that $tandards set for per-
. formance -in such settings are likely to be reasonably high. Assuming that . <
~ i &he measures to be used in obtaining evidence of non-competency outcomes -
‘#in be-comparable across models, an estimate of the contribution of
: evaludtion and certification procedufes to the complexity of mode! based w= . -
. & programs can be shown as follows. ° - : . - ' -
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Becalise of the greater range and tomplexity of outcomes that are
* likely tnghg{uf'sued' in:a’community-orientad model of schooling, and be-

' roause ers of a community are likely tQ,assume t'he, role. of instructors_
, v tn relation to some of these outcomes in settinﬁs oufside of the ‘school, it
can be/assumed that the instructional programs offered by-a district that .
. Operafles foeom.a comunity-oriented model of CBE Will be more numesous and
far-peaching.” The difference in the leve] of complexity introduced to,
progfam operation as a results of such differences ip instruction is il-

lustrated in Figure 7.. . . . .

N Fo | . . U

v in
: . . . Q\ ‘J
R " ‘e 1 ‘84’ o . .. - . .
. - . .
. . : . . . B . . . .




Ed ‘ i} ]
K -’ -
» L4 -
p- . GREAF . Lo AR

o ‘ :

c 0 "~" - .> A

0.6 .

MR CONS | DERABLE O-f----@ ------ O a

P A . , C .

. (- A T . B

"X 0 JMODERATE ' /\ : ﬂ : .
| P o W T = | - T - -

T E ) . . . } - ‘

Y &R : ~ Lo : : .

C A MINIMAL \ * o . -

0T ’ oo ' - .

F o . NATURE NATURE NATURE AND NATURE AND NATURE AND
g . AND RANGE AND RANGE RANGE OF _ RANGE OF RANGE OF
N OF:OUTCOMES ~ OF OUTCOME" INSTRUCTMONAL PERSONAL IZATION, PROGRAM

‘ TO BE EVALUATION °  PROGRAMS ~ IN'THE ADAPTATION-
. * . .SCHIEVED AND OFFERED [INSTRUCTION-  -LMPROVEMENT
F : e cerTIF1CAT 10N © EVALUATION  ACTIVITIES
s e o ' “PROCEDURES oo+ ... . PROCESS . ___ |
. ; n x

Figure 7 ,'The complexlty c0ntr|thed % program operam in community and sehool oriented
,models of CBE ag a result of the |nstruct|onal programs linked to competency g ’“‘#
acqunsxtxon ) : '

ﬁ, . - . * » , |
It 'should be pointed But that while it is Yeasonable to assume thete R

will be a greater rangg of instructional programs offg'ed within community- o
oriented CBE programs than within school-oriéhted programs, this need not ' .
be the case. It is-possible, for example, thap’comunlty-orlented pro- ‘
“grams will have fewer\resourceso to give to instruction toward non-compe-
tency outcomes as a result of the greater.expenditure of resources for
the achievemént of competency defined outcomes, and as a resilit have a

range of instructional programs acrgss all outcomes that is essentlally L /
£omparable to school-oriented programs" This assumes, of course, that * . S«
r . school-oriented, programé woyld in fact provide a wnder array of .alterna- - -

tive learnlng experiences for the achlevetﬁ'\t of non-competency outcomes
than cbmmunlty-orlented aounterfart--which_at best is a tenuous 9»s/umpt|on..

o . - ‘Be this‘as it may, the ll\l fThotg of community-orienjed CBE programs - ° . 4

- 'offermg instructional_experiences qf greater range :and complexity tha pro- S
. grains based 6n school -orignted, models s@ll holds, and Figure 8 reflec‘s bhls' o ]
: likebihood. - . . , T
.‘ R ‘ \ ! * - - " »
L L i LT . -
‘ - The Nature And Range Of Personalizdtion ' - P .
N a Within The lnstruction-Evaluation Frocess -
.. .. S - ‘ T - s .
; . ] It has been argued throughout the monograph ahat the definition of :
’ > educaticonal outcomes in term&ofﬂ performance in ‘retation to life rdles — .~

o s ~Forces outc¢ome definition, indicators of out®ome achlevement, perform-
ange’ standards in relation to ¢utcome achievement, and instruction sup-: Y
+ porting out&bme achlevement to becpme 'hlghly.pErsonal’l'zed This is ‘due
ta the idiosyncratic nature of the contexts'in which such’ outcomes are .

. to be demonstrated, and ‘the fact’ that '"'successful'’ perfom&lce in rela- ‘ ?, =
] tlogﬁ to life role$ ass meéa multltude of forms. N -7 ’. + /T,
/! . - . Y. - 72 ’ L
. e 0' s 8\) ’ 4 ' e ' . ? - v
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On - the’ basis of"this p‘rgumer', and on the previoqsly st‘ated’.assump-\ N - j

tion that community-priented programs will place grealer emphasis on the

acquisition and. demonstratian of ‘role related competencies, it follows . .. )

that caﬁnunify”-or'et_ife! modeis of CBE wi ﬂ_- invelve a greater degree of? - . .

personalization in, the 'inStruCt.‘ion-ev‘aluation process than scheol-

. oriented models. Assuming that ‘the complexity of instructional programs
-« ‘ is closely related o the%tent to which they. are personalized, the.
e relationship between school- and commun'i ty-oriented models of compgtency .
' based education so fag as complexity of operation 'ii concerned can-be .
illustrated as imFigure 8. ) DN o o N
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- Figure 8 The comfle‘;‘ufyh contrfibbutedftq program operation on c&munity and sch‘o_l oriented
", models of CBE agd a-result of the-extent _to which the jns;r_uetiov—;valuétipn .
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= brocess is persgnalized. .  -. " .. _ . " .-
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) 4As éhejcaseA of insiruc;iotgeg(periences' of-fered‘by school d@nd - \ '
¢ ity-oriented programs, however, the:likelihood:of greater person- : o
alization withiﬁ‘co’hmity-pglehted programs does not necessarily lead ,—\
. ., “to .its occurence. The extent to. which,a model is to emphasize the per-. o |
. . .. "\ sgnalization of dnstruction is as~much)a matter of philosophic preference’ »
- ' as it is & procedural netessity, so-models can differ immensaly-with ‘
respect tothe position they wish to take with regpect fo thi§ aspect ‘ L_ i
of competency based education. . As a -consequence .it is-possible that ) .
school-oriented models f: CBE could insist upon the personalizatjonpf :
all learning and assessment activities, and thus outdo commuhity-oriented - =
models that emphasize :Snky the personalization of instruction amd adsess-
men th *respect to competency aqquisition,- But™hot,with regpect to -non-
Competency outcomes, -~ -t . o
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. At,first glance there is no‘redson, to.assume that school -oriented '
and community-oriented models of CBE -would differ with respect “to their
# involvement in program adaptation and improvement activities. - These are * .
. 'io a sense reflective, and to spme extent. administrative ‘activities,fafd- .
‘- "~ there are-no apparent reasons why school and community-oriented programs - -
shouid differ with respgct to their, implementation.. /‘ NP R
. A~two-part "argument. can be.bui lti’ howeﬂe?, for the likelih of | o o
L commymity-oriented ‘programs ,b€ing more involved in such activi than . .
school-oriented programs independent of désign decisions. Both arguments ' -
. . tie once again to:the assumption of greater commitment q¢n the part aof .
<ommunity-oriented programg, 'to outcomes that take the form of competen- .
cies, and the atteHding assumption of -greater involvement by members of A. .
a' community in the instruction-evaluation process as well as in policy
_ decisions affecting .the desi‘ﬁand-opergtion of schools, Given this
- _ 'point of .view the first pait of the 9rgu;nent' holds that theré will be greater
. sommunity” involvement around instruction ip-relation to competence acquisj~.
tion {ir'order to accommodate @i fferences in learners and settings) than
.around the achievement of other outcomes. The second part of the argument
is that the greater ‘involvement of members of a commurtity in the :education
. 7 Process when they are-implementing a community~oriented program will cayse
them to be more familiar than’ their couhterparts in school-oriented programs
with the quality of Programs offered,. and Because(of this familiarity they
will force school  authorities'to attend more closely -to program adaptation
and imprqvemgnﬁ activities than their "counteép ' ‘ ’
’ : . o , . " . .
* On the assfu‘nption that greater involvementSTh. rogfam adapgation and .
iMprovement activities leads to greater complexity in program operation,
‘the level of-complexity introduced .to school and community-ori&nted pro- ‘- .

- ep

.

N ! r.ams'through thei’rAinvolvementnwl'th such activities can be depicted as v
; \ Figure 9. : \ RTAR
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_mode]s of CBE as*d{result the extent'to wigich program ada'ptation-improvmnt. .
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Sécondary Vari pns_wl.t
That Impact The ﬁatu_,g And Cost.0f Schoohn& e

an 4 f: S : * .

e Rnghtly or wrongly the assumptlon has been maa'e that programs’ stemrmng
from domnuntty-ortented models of CBE are: llkely to be.more complex in their
operation than programs stemming.from school -ot Tented models, t-least with
respect to the deflmng Features”of such programs. But what about the e
ablr-ng characgeristics of CBE pr;éSrams? ‘Are coumunnty"-orlented progral'ns g
more complex th respect to’ these characterlstlcs or’less complex? Since

~.» all CBE models and model bgsedﬁrograms t att ‘to-these characteristics,
the’ kind of analysis Just completed for, de |n|ng ch teristics will be
extended naw to enabling characteristics. A descrlptlon of the ‘enabling.
characteristics associated wcth CBE prog‘i'ams appears on PP 21 and 22 of

;he .monograph. ° 1\ .

v
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Estabhshmg ghe Outcomes ) ; :'. .
Désxred Frlom Schooﬂng - e

w
The press ‘within a CBE approach to establish the outc 'Sy v )
_desired. from schoohng on the basis of a careful analysns 0 Xhe social
« contexts which graduate$ of school pregramsiwill be entermg, and an
~ analysis of- what is known about human) develépment and learning, pertains
" equally to school-oriented and coninunlty-ori'ented mqdeis. ‘Community-
orlen'%ed models.,, however, are likely 'to proceed inm, considerably differ-
ent ways than school-crlented models in carrying out _such analyses, -apd*
in arriving at the outcomes desnre f schooting on these analyses have ’

been completed. Becaus f the greater involvement anticipated for mem'
J impl

bers of a com'numty i ese ‘activities when a community-oriented model
’ of schooHng is bein epented, the projected lmp'act of such actw;ties
" gn the compiexlty of program. operat;uon in Both school~ and communlty- :
orl.ented mdels can-be- o‘epl-cted as |n Flgul‘e 10. -
-
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. This is not to .imply that programs stemning framdschoo]-oriented models
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Involving Students And Other: . ) Lo T
.Members 0f A Community In The ' ' . A TR . A
Des igmwAnd Operatipn 0f Schools - = '

By .definition programs stemming from a —cqmnun'ity-qr\;edt.e'd model of
CBE rank, high-on this characteristic. 'Members of a communi ty areto | - -,

assume an active role in the instrpcfion and assessment process, ‘and’ stu-~ ’

dents as well as members of the community are to assume an active rolesin
pelicy decisions affecting the design and operation of such programs:

-

of CBE will avoid contact with members of the compitnity, but ‘it .is -assumed ) -

éth? this contact will-be much more cursory fﬁd carried dut in quige dif-’
feren

t ways than it will withih programs s\‘temin?‘ from community-priented. §
models. a ' o . ’ , T \ 3
. ’ - P ' . I [ . et ¥ <«
Given the assumption that high community invilvment in the de“ign-'
and operation of school programs "adds to  the mﬁﬂty of the!r'ope‘ra-
tion the likely impact of this-characteristic on the relative complexity A

of school ahd communjty-oriented CBE programs is depicted in Figure 11.
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Figure.11i The complexity added to program.operation \i'n commgni ty and sghool
U oriented models of CBEgas a result of ‘the invol nt of students L
. _ and members of a co ity in the design and operagion of schools‘.- , ‘( '
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Under thg'.sin\plest of conditions mana'g“lng a competen'c‘y based educa-
tion program is a complex undertaking. ‘With'the added complexity that is  »
Fikelygto dttend the operatian .of community=of iented programs the proceéses .
inv&;lved in program management-become unusually complex. This is es‘pecially'\
so when management related decisions afe to be open and data dependent: ' )
The anticipated impact of the cqppléxity of .program management QA the __ -
overal | comptexity 'of program operatdon within community-oriented and ¢ e
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' school-oriented CBE-programs is illustra*d in Figure 12. = . .
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. Figure 12.. - plexity added to program operation in conmunuty and school
7 ' orientéd models of CBE ,as a'result of attémpting to manage such -

programs through admi istrative decisions that are open and- da’fa
~

dependent, wr RN

",. Governing The Educati‘on'al Process

y

. et e —_— — T e e - e

+~ The rat:onale outlmed in re‘latlon to program management pertalns
e ! equ,aHy well to pr%gram governance. _
\ governance of CBE programs . |? a complex undertaking, for poli icy decisions
. affecting projram design ‘and operation are ‘to be made openly and only
after related data have been considered The wider the involvement of .-
students and members of Qommunity in this .process the more complex it
becomes.. On the assumptiop that m@oNemmt is very mde spread in pro-
grams stemming from a community-oriented' model of CBE the Jikely contri-
bution of program governance activities to the overall complexsty of -
corrmym?y- and schbol-orlented programs can be deplcted as in. f-'lgure 13,
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The cdnplexnty added to program operation in comﬂunlty and school
o*nented models ‘of CBE as ¥y result of attempting to gavern such ,
progra!ﬂs thi’ough &ch decisions that are Open and data depend@nt.
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Y ‘ Th;II!ustrative Modets In F'ketrospec‘t..

. Two alternat ive mode]s 8 CBE have been analyzeda in the preceding :
pages from the point of view.of the def {ning an# enabling characteris-
tics as&ocnated with CBE programs. While the. analysis was admi ttedly
cursory, and the conclusions drawn on occasions’ arbitrary, the analysis’ -
suggeststhat’ if followed to logical conclusion the two models compared
would lead to CBE programs that were quite different in focus and opera-
tion. Translating these dtfﬁerences into impact on the lex!ty of pro=
gram operation, it appears that a community-oriented model of CBE id
on all accounts lead to programs of greater complexity than a school-
oriented model.. The projected impact of schodl and conmumi\/ oriented-
models of CBE on the cdnplemty of program operatlon as a whole is shown
|n anure 13 .

leen the greater complexnty of prOgrams stemming from commun ity-
oriented models of CBE. and the greatér costs likely to accompany that L
complexntyp how does a state or school district decide+upon the Zodel of
CBE to be implemented? There.is of course no simple answer to such a
question, and it is almost an impossible .question to ‘answer until cost-
benefit data are—available for-alternative-model-based programs. Until
that tlme such decisions must rest on a tradesoff between what is desired
and what is possible, what is liked .and whatl is not liked, and what is
known and what is not known, |f the philos6fhic commitments or pBTiti-

, » cal pressures within a community are sufficiently great to force a com—

munity-oriented model .to'.be adopted, it will be adopted indepedent of
‘othér considerations.-. Factors such as the availability of the' financial
&sourées and expert.lse needed.to implement such a prdgram will, enter at
e level of how such a model wi]l be implemented, but they probably ’
will have little to do with the adoption of the model.. This is not to
imply "that this is how.adopting gie'clsfons should be made, or that all
adopting decisions are.-made in this wayhut-it does describe how many .

A such decisions are made and model design should be aware_ of it.

What the’ basls for choosing the model of competency based educa- A
‘tl,op tha to be omplemented the adopti.ng ’ency or ‘st!tutaon must )
_also-be aware that a particular model has a pdrticular det of consequences
., for_program structure' and operation, %nd that these need to be understood’
as fully as possible before the adoption decision’is made. If the model
of interest is a school- or community-oriented model the apalysis car- .
“ried out in the previous pagds may be of some benefit t nderstanding
these’ implications. |f.interest rests in other models{ for example, an
alterpativk schools. model or a personafized, "humanistlic'' model, a
compdrable analysis would have to be made. in the 'e,od), of gourse, con-
grete decisions must be made in relation to each of the deéfining and en-  °
abling charactercstlcs that- comprise a compete’/ based progrpm and is
is. only after this has been done that the qu impagt of adopting deci;

sions can be Judged ., ;o K
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_Aﬁcﬁtional Sourges Of Variation Within Competency Based , -

Programs That Impact The Nature And Cost Of Schogling

L . - . O ’ -

A host of factors. beyond those identified as defining and enabilng
characterjistics of CBE programs affect. the nature ang Cost of schooling. -
These incTude the ratio of students to teachers, efficiency in the instruc-
tional pragess, quality and background of fadulty, and access to materialg
and space. Such factors are well known to schoql administrators and mem-=
bers g school boards, so more need not be said ut them., Other factors '
affecting the nature and cost of CBE programs, however, do warrant comment.
Three of -these are - . L. N

. : - ;e ;
--adistriét's orientation to exceptional ‘children; _—

»

.. a district's orientation to the use of technology
- as an aid to the process.of schooling; and. @ = '
. . adistrict's orientation to research on the effec-~ -
- ’ ~ ‘tiveness of schooling. - 3

‘

‘Each of these factors will be discussed bsriefly within the context of CBE-

programs, for each represents an issue that must be dealt with whgn imple- -

menting such pcograms. . L
entin pgran . S
. . . R - ‘ T ¢
A District's: Or;ientation’ ' . : \7 ,
Te Ex egtiohal Chi‘l.drei T -t -
‘ e , T LR .
" As indicated throdghout Part |I° of the ongragh,exceptional children

-pose somewhat of .a dilemma for the designers of competency. based pro‘grams.

»

Are competencies and other Outcomgs—TequiTed Tor graduation te be designed
to accommodate all children, independent of learnming ability, or should
they be geared to accommodate children having at' least average ability?
If outcomes required fpr graduation are such that they cannot be met by
ome childreh, how are these children to be agcommodated within the pro-

’ Jgram? How do CBE programs accommodate %: gifted? These are questions
that must be dealt with in every educati

' al program, but because of the
special features of CBE. programs they are particularly vexing. ~ N

© With the emergence of the!concept of "'mainstreaming'', these problems
‘tdke on added meaning. In many ‘respects CBE programs are-ideal contexts
within which- to-mix le'rners of all abitities; for a mastery approach to
«instruction and the personalization of the,instruction-evaluation process
are deﬁ' igned in combination to accommodat!gpreat differences ,in learners.
.‘The management and resourcé demands that accompany the adaptation of a = |
competency ‘based instructibnal program to wide differences in leéarners,
however; are great-and those who opt for a CBE approach to schooling
“should .be aware of them. ' w7 : :

*" oL :.\k . -
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The Orientation Of A District . ‘ ‘ . o e oo

 Jo.The Use Of Technology =~ - ) /} ) .
, L& - N N ~ . ot

*  'Many of the educational innovations- that ‘have contributed to the -
emergence of competency -based ediucation make heavy use of technology.
These include programmed instruction, computer managed |nstruct|on“q!m-
puter based instruction, and computer based scheduling of instruction, as
well as the long established use of educatidnal media and ''packaged'' in- e
structional programs. The emphasis ;Ithln competency bSsed education on

Jnstructlon that links to outcomes, on the assessment of outcod!s, and on | - .
the ‘use of .information on outcome achaevement for purpofes oF managementﬂ IR

and governance decisions invites the contlnued use of technology in the
* operation of CBE programs. The orlentatlon a district has with respect
to the use of technology, as well as the expertise that is available.in.: ~ ~~, -1
its use, is a major factor to be considered. in the design, of any CBE
program.

»

A District's Orientation To - :
Research On The Effect Of Schooling " ‘ T

-

It has been argued recently (Schalock, 1974, 1975) that CBE and CBTE
programs are unusually rich contexts for research. The argument rests on
the assumption that one of the most promising features of the competency - =
based movement is its potential for overcoming many of the measurement a
problems that have plagued educational researeh over the years, and for !
providing better defined and more powerful treatment conditions than
educational researchers have had access to in the .past. An’equally cri+
tical assumption is that if .these contributions of CBE and CBTE are of the .

kind and quality anticipated, and if the research community recognizes : o T
them as such and tales advantage of their availability, both applied and R -

basic research can be carried out within the.context of CBE programs at =~ ‘-~ ,P".,jv(
low cost and with high external validity (S \ulman, 197Q). - R
N ” L, | .

Schalock goes on to point out, however, that while it is possibler- ~~ ~ . |

to combine research with program operatiop considerable risk is in®olved™. N

" in attempting such a vgnture. High quality measures, for example, are
often difficult and costly to obtain. Also, requiring that preogram opera-
tions meet the constraints of experimental design most always creates a ‘
cumbersomeness and rigidity that frusgfmtes program managers and - partl- .
cipants. Heretofore efforts to design data collection systems that sup- . |’
port both prqogram operarion and research have tended to end in -the de- -
sign of reseg'ih prdgrams instead of operational programs that haye good : .
data. When this has occurred there has been a nearly universal reaction
onfﬁhgrpart of pregram managers and partncnpants throw the ‘researchers
Parlett~and HamiIton, 1979). . . ‘ .. L. S

Recogn|2|ng this pitfall it is $tlll possuble that Pfe -done w4kh care* .
data generatlo tems can be desjgned that will support both program
operation an esearch. ‘When this js the case,the*bést possible context'
for basuc re . exists: it can de carried dut at low ‘cost apd it has »
a goo chance- of meetwng the, requnrements of ekternal valldlty that are
not met in most educatidnal experiments.




- ’ . The Concept of Alternative Models Of
.\, . .

1

[

-
'

.. for research. ' If the decision is to have the program become such a ‘con- * -

- faéet df program operation: ) , ¢ \ .
. Lo . .« ® T : -
-~ Z". - L ' . ) . ) ’ . ..

" aboyt. The label describing a particular mode! of CBE carries with.At-a

‘iﬁng there is essentially ho 1imi't to the range and the number of alterpa-

. r, - . . .
- . . . - ' . - R “
R . . . . . R ( . . Y.
1Y ., . ' . e B . \. . /‘w
! . . . . . : : \
| RS A R SR

"%“M\ ) - N ~ L -
: - T y ,
- While the issue of research on thel effectiveness-of schooling is;. * - "~ '
foreign to most schdol-boards and administrators, it is an issue that ~
fooms large .im implementing competency based education mrograms. Not .
only:do such programs.'for the first time grovide opportunity for educa- .
tion moving to an empirically based mode of operation,’bqt they provide * o
the means' by which educational ‘programs can be systematically improved. -

as‘well. For these reasons all designers of, competency based programs, .
need to consider the extent to which a program.is to,serve as a context

th@t there are impl

.

ications that] stretch throughout essentially’'every . _

. \

! ~

Competency Base ucatl n Perspective - e, e
m v N , ) i . .

“ eHaving looked at two competing models of CBE in some detall, and
ving considered additional sources of variation affecting the gpera-
tion of CBE programs, if seems appropriate to'comerfull cifcle and con-
sider once again the'concept of alternative models of CBE. Is the con-
cept useful? Is it logically defensible?: N, »
As stated early in this Section of. the monograph, the utility1g;
the concept of alternative models of has a great deal to do-with the
bower of tHe lakels given ta models to communicate what the models are

set of implried meanings that help differentiate the programs of schooling
+based upon, the model from programs based on alternative models. The -
reality of .these implied meanings, of couwse, depend on the concrete
meanings the designers of’ CBE programs give to 2ach-of. the defining and Py
enabling characteristics of such programs,  but to the extent that im-

plied meanings are reflected igjdesign decisions the ability to {t!htify‘ . .
major model characteristics from model labeds represents majcr utility. . oy

. . . ¢
./t has also been argued throughout this section of the monogrdph that
all that is requiged to- formuiate a.model ®f CBE is to ‘specify a particu?&r .
constellation’'of the defining and ‘enabling characteristics that comprise v
a CBE. program, or‘a special phasis to be given % any one of these char-
acteristics, and labél it accordingly. With this approach to model build-- A

?’r .
S -

iive models of CBE“that can be established, - . ) n ’
b - . . - o .
. Does 'such a catholic view of models violate the meaning of the term? . 'g\‘
In the authorsl’judgmen , N0, At least not so long as the‘méanings‘55501 .
ciated with the ferm'prgto-mode],are maintained. An approach to-edugation N
that is as complex and many-sidéd asgpis CBE must of necessity h Egg,gil’f '
varidty 'apd form.- And this is whqt needs to be, for if an approach te”, .
education is ever to make a difference it must be applicable to the idegt > :
possible range of contexts and people within contexts. . Competency based < .
education seems to meet this criterion, and as_SucH represents  a pro:::::;j\\\
new hybrid in the continued evolution of American education. .
. " . A
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‘ Spady,.'_W;-G. "C‘aﬁpet‘en\‘:y Basqq Education as a'Fl;amework for Kna‘l‘yz‘ing.’
- Schogl Réform,' Paper présented at the Third Annual Conference of
‘the Sociology of Education Asso iation,Asilomay California, ,197_5.,=

Spady, W.G. 'Crigical Sqciological Dimensions in(Competency-Based

Graduation Requirements;'' Paper presdrited ad the Annyal Meeting of }
the: AmaricanEducational 'Research Association, Washington, D.C.
Agril,—t975." ./ . Co S

', ' Content Referenced Tests,'' Paper presented’at the ‘Annual Meeting of -

N the American Educational Research Association, Hashingtoqb D.C.
- April 1975, ) R -
‘Stone, R.¢ A View of the Conferfnces. In Mathematies Models in Edlcational

Plannkag. 0.E.C.D., Paris. 1967.-. .

.. o . L
* . Syt . - @ .
Utz, "R.T. and others. '"A Comparative Analygis of Tyvo Modes of I_mpi’errprltlng
Competency ‘Based Instructional- Systems,''y Paper presented at the

-*” Annual-Meeting of the.American Educational 'Research Assogiption,

e
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APPENDI X

B " . —
a ' 4 - . .

, A } . N . .‘ Al
. - . b * v }
AN ANNOTATED 'BIBLIOGRAPHY ON COMPETENCY BASED|EDUCATION "

\ [ R .
Mucﬁf;tkbntign has been directed recently toward thq concept of
competency based educqtion (CBE) in eiementary and secondary education.

" However, few school systems have implemented fu]l-scale G8E programs, -

. and little informatTon has been publicly reported on the vperation of. -
system-wide CBE programs..” Such,information should result from the current
efforts’of certain state and local education agencies to install competency
based programs and from a Natiémal Institute of. Education funded program

of support and study of these efforts.* R i,

(BE, K-12. It presents that part of the literature which seems most use
in understanding the current state-bf-thejart in CBE. Accordingly, each
document selected meets one or Qore ‘of the*following criteria: ‘

P V —_
\\ This bibliograghy provides reference to ektant resoufces related tof/ .
ul

. : a. It provides a.qpmprehgnsive or indepth coverage of the arka.
b. q? is the:most recent statemernt on the fepic. ,
’ . N * ’

r C. ft.provfde§'§;gpique,perspective or viewpoint.

ot o ‘. - - . ) ' —
—~ d. It is a.comprehensive secandary soyrce; reviewing, éiting . . /"

! or otherwise guiding to a variety of useful Brimarggdburfes.

\\\ ~ The bibliography is divided into ﬁour,categorfés. The first group -

: of documents presents. theoretical models and research.on EBE. Category

. two comprises articles that describe experience with system-wide CRE

" implementation or that -provide.slggestions for prog;&ﬁmqgiq efforts in

- installing elementafy and secondary €8E# Documents in category three
discuss ‘the how and why of competency-based:instrugtion. . The fourths

. category addresies competency or performance based teacher education.
Each group of citations is preceéded by an overview of tmg'documeutg .
Included. . + -, °~ o —_— '

.o, .
¢ :‘ o ... i/
. ‘4 o . . . . o
. oo .
. . . -

-« e

\ < :
. » . ’ ) .
s *For infarmation regarding documents currently available on CBE’in,Orquh,
please see Competency Based Education in Oregon. Oregon Competency Based
”_Education'Progrpm,.walxer E. Hathaway, Director, Northwest Regional Educa-
., ¥Tonal Laboratory, Portland, Oregdn, December 31, 1975.: )
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) S o . f(Z.ategbrz f: .- .
’ { Conceptual Frameworks, Models and Research Related to CBE

—

. v . : :
. fhe papers in Categery l/pre§ent theoretical f-mpewo‘rks for concep-
: —-\) tualizing and gnalyz?ng competency based e‘dpcat‘-fon.\ Each provides a |,

stages of CBE program formulation. ..

. b

theoretical context that may be useful to’pracfitioners in?he early

-~

R

¢ Gale and Po”l' present a conceptual framéwork of CBE workiny* from-a °

T molar definiti f‘comE-tenc\e. This definition has implications (a) for
pefénce in tHengntext of a life role, and (b). for
y t .

the assessment oF com

‘the type Bf'iﬁétruct'ion-necessar promote Tole competence,’
) A A o X

ebemants of CBE. The Jones fiper addresses the
“the future, and suggests ways that CBE can be

ds. Spady focuses on the functions of schooling .from a sociological

CPE on a system-wide basis. \ &

v

. Woditsch develo‘pg a model of CBE curricalum based on -a definition of

perspective. He discusses the functicdnal implications of implementing
L L} lA
~

* competence in terms of generic (context independ®fit) conceptu&! ability

. rather thad factual knowledge. Woditsch, et al, review research on
‘learner centered curricula, including competency based program, and
discuss some implications of this type of educational erientation.

7 . \ .o ‘v b Y . .\
Provides a conceptual- framework that déscribeés ‘intd&r-relationships

: between the'elements of competence (e.g., knowledge; skills, ‘at¥i~-

'G'ale,'Lafrie':E_., and Pol, ‘Gaston. - Educational Technology, June, 1975,

tudes, values) and the molar concept of competence. Competence is

defited as: ''...the ‘quality of -being ‘functionally adequate in
perfopming the tasks ‘and assuming the role of a.specified position

e with fthe requisite knowledge, ability, cap‘q_b/
' attifudes and values" (p. 21). o

Howsam,v R.B. v_"Performancg Baged ‘Instruction: Some Basic Concepts.” In °

Plity, skill, judgment,"

’

NI

functions of edugation of

Howsam proposes a model which d!ﬁn‘es boxh essential‘.m’\d supportive.
ponsive to anticipated

S Educati:)mYearbook 1973-7%. New York: chmil'lan €ducational Corp., 1973.

LI

Reprintéd from Today's’ Educa'&on, April 1972.

-

o0 'The. pape'r propose‘s ; cdh‘centric'circle. mog'iel of performance based -

instruction (PBI) andlits relationship to other closely related -
“ conmcepts. gThese concepts. are termed ''erthancers'' ahd "‘ermablers.’

‘\ Characteristicg of P8I in the\:lassroom dre disCussede:&d certain
adjur(;:t supporting processes Swich as community involvemént afe .

‘noted. Performance based teacher education (PBTE) is defined aS"‘f

. " the vapplicdtion of PB! to teacher preparation, and a comcentric

&

'-‘ Cinefte model whose elements are specific to PBTE is presented. k

Y
A}

“-
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Jones, H. Competency Based Education: . The émerging Center of Leadership.
ED 104 862, 1975. . . s - KRN

. - . . ¥ » . w .

7 : This document suggests ways in which competency .based eduéation (CBE)

" offers a productive direction for education in a society of rapid
environmental changes. The study urges that (a). the doncept of gradu-
ation bg deemphasized,.(b) continuing educatidn bé recpgnized as a *
necessity in a society of advancing technologies', and {c) education.
be available seven days a week on'a 2b-hour basis. It also.notes that
the. indépendent study and modular concepts of CBE fit {n well with _
$uch an educational reorganization. Part three discusses the future
training of teachers, emphasizing“(a) the importance of personal style,
(b) the possible use of microteaching sessions to develdp teaching .
techniques, and (c) problems and their solutions concerning CBE and
, certification. (Excerpt from ERIC abstract) :

’

T

+

- -
/’ B i ! . 3 -°
Spady, W.G.- ''Competency Based Education as a Framework for Analyzing:
School Reform.'' "Paper presented at the Third Annual Conference of the

bH Sociology of Eddcatiqn-Associatipn, "Schodl Reforms of the 1970's,'

Asilomar, Calif., January 31‘Feb(uary 2, 1975.

Spady, W.G. ''Critical Sociological Dimensions in Competency.Bast Grédu-'
ation Requirements.'" Paper presented as partlof a symposium entitled
""Coping with Competency Based Graduation Requ rements; New Research and
Uevelopment Actors,-Roies, ‘and |lde s' at the ‘Annual Meeting of the Amer-
. ican Educational Researgh Associg} on, washington,'D.C., April, 1975.
B These two papers provide a sociologist's-per%pecﬁive of the theore-
P tical .implications of CBE, espec?ally as .exemplified in the Oreg
: " mandate for statewide implementation of CBE. These impligations v \ °’
arise from CBE'S impact on the five functions og fchooling: instrud-
tion, socialization, custody-control, evatuatio ~kertification, and
seiection. The differentiated impact of CBE variations on each
‘ function of schooling is explored.
. ' — i
‘ Woditsch, G.A. ''Developing Generic Skills: A Model’for Competency Based
General Education' (Unpublished). September, 4975.

This paper presents a-novel approach tq the definition of competency.
A model s proposed-for college level instruction based on competence
in conceptual ability.rather than knowledgd of subject matter. Such
instruction crosses disciplines and has twd components.: ""Component

| has as:.its objective the development and exercise of generic cog=
Aitive skills." ""Component H has as its objective the development of
competence in the application of generic’ skills" (p.%). .

Woditsth, G.A., and others. '‘Assaying the Great -Cargo Cult: Recent: .,

Rgsearch on Learner Centered Cutricula.'" Paper presented at the National
Conferencé ‘'on Higher-&dlication sponsored by the American Association of
Higher Education, Clicago, March, 1975. 7

’

; : >4
This paper presents a brief overview of current research on learner

centered curriéular reform and of some of the issues Fttendant to
/ ‘ l -~

. .
. . d ' g . .
. ' 4 - ¢ /




its' character and quaH'ty.' Seven groupings of learner centered
refgrm are discussed in relation to current -research and findings:
. performance and competency based "programs , pers?'al ized instructioh,
cooperative learning and programs for the fiontraditienal student,,
. time shortened baccalaur8ate programs, interdiscipiinary programs,

- - individualized degree programs, and independ&ht study. (E}llcfabsfrapt)'
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,. Developing Compgtency Based Education Programs,-K-12 \
- . : , v N

The documents in this section address aspects of CB ,insltallatio'n .
and implementation in elementary and secondary schools. ¢ o —
. - ' . .. |
_ The .issue of Thrust presents a practical 'aﬁ‘iculatim of issues and , o 7
impliications of CBE for, sehool administrators. hree of the _topics. im= |
pinge, on licy concerning curriculum and instrhctioq; and two artjcles
provide direct suggestions for leadership efforts by administrators.- - ~
Djcksor, et al. present a model for implementation of CBE and similar R |
programs in schools. The model Is based on the ideally clase interaction o
between school proq:'ams‘,and teacher preparatiof-programs. The book is % ¢
grounded in experience with local school systems. ’ “a

~ A - .\ “ .
. . - S ;‘ ! ) - N

- Working from a description of. (BE.as an educational. innovation, oo
Glick et al. suggest ways of developing and maintaining a program that - . o

“avoids the stagnation problens of previous refaorms, Sister—fl.awrence

i.th th% BAY
"~ Individually- Guided InStruttion and Multi-UNit School concept /i'n the® ©

-

. 9

provides ‘a composite view of“the activities involved“in imp eminting a
system-wide GBE program in the Toledo, Ohic Diocesan Schdo%s). Utz et al.

. Ta

compare the implementation of C%E in the Diocesan Schools

TolMtdo Public Schools. \ e+ .
. - N . .. '.\ . e -

"Competericy Based. Education and Articles and Interest." Thrust. Assodi--
ation of Califorpia School Administrators: 5(2), Novgmber, 19/5. ¢
. ' ' ‘ s

"Education for the real world, Competency Based Educatipn, is the ..
theme of this issue of Ttrugt," states Leo St. John 'in the Preface. . .
Topics include a discus¥ion of assumptions ‘underlying CBE, implica- * 2
tions of the congention that CBE places ‘special efMasis on intellece

tual process, and an gyvaluation of qualitative as well as quantitative‘

aspects of education. Suggeﬁtfons are provided for_ Inserﬁge programs

to facilitate .Implementation ‘of CBE'programs;-and for -guiding commi ttees. o

engaged in formulating competency based graduation requirements: ’\~ -

Dickson, G.g.;”Saxé, R.W, Partners for—Educatlonal Réformand Renewal :
Competency Basedq Teacher-#£ducatiom, Individually’ Guided Edutation and the
,l_’ublishh;lg,l 3.

Multi-Unit School.’ Berkeley, Call ornia: McCu

o ‘ ¢

This book describes @ “comprehgnsive competencCy based teacher gdugé- .
tion model for) broad educational reform-and Jrenewal." The model
qme/ged from work in the: College of Education, University of Toledo,

Ohio. ThegCollege‘of Education faculty assidted the Toledo Olocesan _\

* School” System to develop and ifnplement a compgtency based curricular -
progragp. They, also worked with the Toledo Public Schbol§ in an ine?
dividually guided education program. - - < 2
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]
Glick, I. D Hennrng, M.J., and Johnson, J R, 'CBE: How to Prevent a
Second OrthoJoxy " Edpcatlonal Technology, August, 1975.°* c

¢

o”CBf has' taken a pos|t|on .that. calls for ;eJectton of .some time -
honored. assumpt{ons in teaching and a cemplete overhaul of class- -7
room practice and curficulum development» To this end CBE:is much
more qomprehenslve than ‘most educatjonal innovations of the past
decade'" (p. 18). From Tthis posttlon the paper tautions agalnst
permitting CBE to ''become entrenched’and_rigidified." To prevent
this it is. suggesteds that (a) five '‘process strugtures'' should be ° -
part of the CBE program--the:Instruction Team Cauncil, teaching
jeams, Multi-Instructional Congress, transactional leadérship, and
ield/actlon research activities--and that®> (b) five product structures
ould be integrated with the process structures--module review;
effectiveness research, internal anz éxternal evaluatijon, affective
“assessment,. position papers and stu ent success in the publlg!?nd

academic market places
f S~

.
.
>

° Lawrence, Sister M. ”Gearlng Up for Curriculum Change: A Chance for

-~

. men

.Every Child: _ Assessing Meeds Through Specsf1c Gogls. ™. Pape: presented

at the Annu;l Meetlng of the American Assocuatlon of Colleges for Teacher
Education, Pebruary 27, 1975. ‘. - . .

The paper presents the ratlonale for use -of a CBE mode | ln the Toledo
Diocesan School System, steps-in the implementation, ahd. the\lnvolve-

e

S

. ment of the University of Toledo College of Education Competency Based

" Teacher Education Program.” Additionally, the author describes how
parents, administratogs, and facylty were consulted in the development
of curriculum guides which were "'ma jor tooly in nmplementlng the

,ph:losophy of competency based educatlon ' (ERle abstract) :

2

ing Competency Based Instructicnal Systems.' Raper presented at
Amer can Educational Resedrch Assoclatlen Annual Meetung, Chlcago, .
Apl"l l ]97" , . .

Utz&R .T., and other3. 'A Comparatlve Anal is of Two Nodes of Imﬂle- ‘

The Toledo Public Schools and the Toledo Diocgesan Schools have both
been involved in the implementation of Zompeteficy based instructfonal
systems in\the past three years. Each system has achieved implemen-
ation in varying degrees aﬂp by contrasting methodologqF . , The

, objectives of this paper are.to (1) examine the theoretital Frame=

work, the social cofftexts, the staffing_ggnstralnts, thd inservicing,
the implementation phases, and the feedback mechanisms of these two
programs; (2) analyze these componamis as to their similarity.and
dissimilarity, notjng Rarticularly their degree of f nctionality;
and (3) synthesjzé generalizations potentially applicable to the

impl tapton of any competency based lnstructlonal system' (ERIC
abstract) :
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' «~ + fogpetency Based InStruction*Why and How o0 oot

T T, £ R "R acaspvy s S e S B tae
o + »_ * Literature reviewed in previsu¥-séctions of this biBiiography suggests .

. R that competency based education includes a.number of defining characteristics. <"
) ,"Competency based instruction remains central among these <char,ac'teristic§:- K .
! : . The documents -in this section’proville various perspectives on the ‘instruc~~ .
A tion within CBE. . o SRR \ AN

- . - . . L - ’

. . .o " 4 . . s r. . .
f Educational Techpotdgy is dgvottJto;_.j’ -

The NovembBer 1972 issue
Yo v~ competency based education. i's’gompitation of ‘artictes: represents one .- .
. of the fiirst nationally visibl tempts to relate the concepts of CBE -
(. f \ "and ghe experiences of CBTE to elementary and secondary gurriculum and St
. instruction. Henson argues for the notiom of perfgrmance Wased teaching .
‘ (a term-which is esserftiaglly equivalent to compétency based instruction), *° »
¢ . and against the idea that accountabitity-‘brings pressures that restrict” ° ol N
"creative teaghing. * Nage! ang Richman pr“_en_v‘ fgxt on hoyw to teach:/in. . Y+« 7
. @ competency based manner aze why ﬁis type af iAstruction is preferafle
, to either ‘traditional instruction or'lesser \fforts\gp the road to CBI. .

C . .' . -— P co. ' ‘)" ~; .‘ .
"Covrip,e’te‘ricy Based Education.! Edutation'a‘I "Technblggz.; li‘(ll)',Novembel‘, 1972,
. . \ « . R e ’: .

The articles in this - issue are devoted to "implications of Comﬁerency -

. Based Education” for students, teachers, administradtors.!' Séveral .- '.‘f .
articles-attempt to-geheralize the concept df CBE to the eleme.n'tary“' 0 2

. . '.-a'nd secondary curriculums others provid’e'ﬂ\ilosophicai'and' historical .
. / background and relate C/PBTE to competencys-based instruction. .- . )
. . . . ) . ‘ ~ 10 ‘ . . '. i - -
"o { /| Hehson, K.T.” ”Accodnta‘bxi—'(‘ty and Performanke Based Rrograis in' Edutation: -, . |
. . | wSome Pros and Cons." Reprinted $rom Intellett, January, 1974, | . T

L
p . L. e ! . N ’ .ﬁ.
'_ L this paper presents Performance aased Teaching (PBT) in 4 very . —
o *favorable manner. The author suggests that\PBT: will fail-in ,
* such argas as addressing affective objectives, challenging the Ty e
, ) gifted student, using local objectives vs. Gutsider's objectives, N
and rewarding epod téaching, These concerns atise from the somer~_ i

S times punitive natu?\of the accountabi ity movement. " .
\ o

‘s g . 5 : . . . -
o {ﬂagel, TeS., and Richman, P.T. Competency Based,Instruction: A Strategy =~ %
‘ "~ to Eliminate Failurej‘CQ'lumhus',_&Ohio:. clharﬁ‘!s T. Merril1,-1972. .- R
L] . ‘, D . » — . . 4 2 [y “ . . - ' . . -
i *" This programpmed text is directed to,the classroom veacher. (Bl is - “..»

' " discussed in terms of four basic premises: (a) time should, viry
h while achievement is held constant; fb) entrancé requireménts are
i ' - relatively unimportant while exit requirements should be stressed; . » )

) instructional objectiygs should be providedi*to the learner ¢

. prior to instr(:ctiorp; (d) instruction should b# personalized. - -
. . F3 R . . ] )

¥
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T ‘ "thpetency/Performance Based Teacher Education ° ' T

A comprehensive blbllography on CBTE would have llterally hundreds« . -
. . f*reﬁe;ences The *documents referenced in this section provjde current,

’ oL overv1ew§ in the area of CBTE, good blbllographlc resou:ces or both,
..+« ‘and which have elements related to CBE. ® .

“. -Phi -Delta Kappan, January, 1974 cdhtains a number of

lated to varfous |55ues goncérning CBTE. ' Although some of the ‘authors,
. are also found in the ngston—bﬁak, other articles suggest additionals - ° .
" .and complementary perSpeCtlves The_Gage 'and"Winne monograph in ‘the

1975 NSSE Yearbook is a recent sta;e-of—tbe-art statement on CBTE, which )
. - delineates central problems and. issues_ in this ares.. The Hous ton “book. .
. provides the most comprehen51ve compulatlon oft work' ip CBTE to daté, ' " -
. . Hduston previously authored several documents ‘from the Multu-State C‘n- )

) & - sortium on Teacher Education whlch has sponsared extensive study of : ‘ .
) ‘ C/PBTE. His book consists’ of papers ‘reviewing research findings_ and- T
¢ thinking in this area, whlch are written by prominent practitioners, i
.theorists and researchers. It contains a bibliography, complete to 1974.

Nix has edited a categorized -annotated bibliography ofy#iterature for Lo
use in considering issues -in competency[performance based teacher-certi-
-fication. Some of the dOcEE?pts are unpubllshed desc iptidns of programs,
~primarily in the Southeast

o

-

, - - ’ . . . . . Ul , .
Phi Delta Kappan, 55 (5)"January‘1975' 'Q~ W " -~
ot . 4 \ﬁ voo-s ’ Rt
¢ “~' ., ' Articles ‘in this issue dlScuSS whether ¢/PBTE has or will -fgifill
o, the _expettations for it, the results 'of\'state mandates, medBure- - ,
. ment .issues, and focus of C/PBTE programs on affecfive skills. o )
8 - & Several of the authors also appear in W.R._Houston (ed ) Exglorhng . ‘(\‘ -
. ) " Competency Based Educatlon C N v ' .
“’$~\\“_ ‘Gage,_N L., and winné “Performance Based ,Teacher Education." o,
: Teacher Education: The eventxffourth Yearbook of the National ' o
Society for the Study of Education, Pagt I1. Kev;n Ryanggﬁd Chlcago R
. NSSE: 1975. Ed . . . R )
L ' ¥ ' -7 RO
¢ Thus articte Qrovides‘L state-of - tRe -art-overview of PBTE ‘inctuding | '
' . references current 'to 1975, Follow;ng brief sections 'on definitioh ~
- N d‘ind history of PBTE ,.several pageéNare devoted to information and . L
i?i discussion %n four lssues the authors have identifled as the centra)
Y2 problqms: “(a) ‘the humanistic criticisms of PBTE; (bJ the relation= ,
- : " ship between ‘téachers' performanges and-student achlevement' (c) the .
‘ trainability of desirable teacher behaviors; and “(d) thes costs in- )
curred in devefoping and installing PBTE- programs' (p. 151). The .
» e flntl se¢tion cdonsiders ''the two kinds.of assessment problems that
- " arise in PBTE: Those of monitoring the performance of trainees as
T " they mové through the PB™E program, and those of assessing the ° , .
- - - quality of the PBTE pflgram itself" (p 165) .

McCptchan Publishing, 197%. ‘
. . ) Y . i
This ‘book ‘is both a’domprehensive and authorctative compilation of .
lrterature on CBTE, /ﬁncluding a 700- isfm bibliography current’ to . ¢

. . . ' 95, .
', o 109 0 o R

I

. . ‘ °Hous£on w R., ed Explorfng Com petency Based Educat[on. Berkeley:
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v,eéily 1974, An excerpt fromeﬁe ERIC abstract describes the content:
“Anhl‘ricél-examinations are presented by advocatzs and criticd in the
field.. Part 1, éntitled, !The Essence of the Approach,! zgplbres the .
’sic mé’anir)g'of CBE'giving several definitions, tracing-the psychologi- '
al and theoretical bases, speculating on several misconceptions about -
the movement, and examining indjvidualized and humanized education. ° .
Part 2, entitled:'Critics' and Advocates' “Appraisal,' evaluates basic
conceptsyof CBE. Part 3, entitled 'Models for Competency lIdentification,’ .
describes several models for identifying competency, inoluding -a process: - "~ <
from altérnatiyve models of teaching. a model of professionalism, ‘and-a
task sanalysis of teaching and .the judgments of classroom teachers and
o §upervisors'fn'specifying the competencies. Part 4, entitled ‘Competency )
Evaluation,' considers the basi¢ dimensions of assessment—and evaluation -
for student achievement and program effectiveness. Part S‘entitled
'‘Changing American Education,' examines fundamental notions of the .
institutional change process.' . - . ' . i
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+  Nix, J.P., Compiler. Performance Based Lertification: A Selected

Annotated>Bibliography. ED 103391, March 1k, %1975, ) E

This annotated ¥ibliography cites information helpful in obtaining

an overvhew of (a) issues and problkems .in performance certification,
. (b) current developmental effarts by states in performance-based

certification, and (c) alterfative roles state agencies might assume O

in planning, déveloping, and implementing a performance-based certi- ﬂ\\‘~—v/r

fication program. It alsq dontains technical information concerning

researcH on' teaching compegencies. and approaches to assessing them.

The bibliography is dividgd into the following seven chapters: (a) - -~
.Bibliographies on Competgncy Based Teacher Education and Performance.

Based Teacher Certifieation; (b) Teacher Education: State'of the Art; ) .

(c) Competency Bssed Education and Performance Based Certification: - . ‘

A’Survey of tHe States; (d) Teacher Competencies: Lists of Behaviors;

(e) Review Research on Validated Teacher Competencies; (f) Assessment

of Compegencies, and (g) State Agency Roles in Planning, Developing and * '

implementing Competency Based Teacher Education and Performance Based

Certification. All documgnts included arejpost-1970, (ERIC abstrac%; .




